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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Zavala, Bernie; Ross, Randall; Ed Greutert; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright


 (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Tomas Goode; Nicholas Randle; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: EPA Comments on Data Report for Pneumatic Testing of Selected Monitoring Wells
Date: Friday, October 16, 2015 6:11:03 PM
Attachments: Slug-Test Data Report Comments 10-16-15.pdf


Rob and Marjo: 
 
Thanks for the responses to EPA comments, and provision of much of the requested information
 needed for further review.  Attached are EPA comments, developed in coordination with the
 Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, on the October 7, 2015
 submittal in response to EPA comments of September 30, 2015.
 
EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ agree that a conference call to discuss the data report makes sense.  If
 FMC/MWH can revise the report quickly, consistent with EPA comments, then we agree with the
 suggestion made earlier this week to schedule a teleconference for next Wednesday, October 21,
 2015.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 9:56 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Zavala, Bernie; Ross, Randall; Ed Greutert; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly
 Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Marguerite Carpenter; Tomas Goode; Nicholas
 Randle
Subject: Response to EPA Comments on Data Report for Pneumatic Testing for HCs
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, FMC’s responses to EPA’s September 30, 2015
 comments on the Data Report for the Results of Pneumatic Testing of Select FMC OU and
 Off-Plant Groundwater Monitoring Wells for Hydraulic Conductivity is attached.  A
 compressed (zipped) file folder containing the AQTESOLV® files is attached as requested
 in EPA comment 5. The individual AQTESOLV® files will also be made available to the
 route list via MWH’s File Transfer Protocol (FTP) site. Following your review of this
 additional information, FMC requests that we schedule a conference call in the near future
 to discuss the data report, analysis and results and recommendations for any further
 refinements to the groundwater flow model so that FMC can move forward with preparation
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October 16, 2015 



 



EPA Comments on “Data Report, Results of Pneumatic Testing of Select FMC OU 



 and Off-Plant Groundwater Monitoring Wells for Hydraulic Conductivity”, Submitted 



September 18, 2015, and the additional information submitted October 7, 2015 in response 



to EPA comments of September 30, 2015 



 



Groundwater Remedial Design  



 



FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 



Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 



 



 



 
General Comments on the Data Report 



 Use consistent units, i.e. if hydraulic conductivity is reported in feet per day then report 



displacement in feet. 



 After review of the csv and AQTESOLV® files it has become apparent that the pressure 



transducer(s) used to record water level/pressure responses to pneumatic slugs was set at 



approximately 1.6 feet below the water surface in all tested monitoring wells. This shallow 



transducer installation is inappropriate for the 4.58 and 2.5 foot positive pressure test data for slug 



test analysis, as the transducer was above the water recording air pressure during the early time of 



these tests. The only valid data for analysis appears to be the 1.25 foot positive pressure and 



possibly the negative pressure tests. In the report, address the dewatering of the transducer and 



discuss the validity of the resulting data for analysis.   



 The summary table of hydraulic conductivity estimates should be based upon analyses of the 1.25 



foot positive pressure and the negative pressure tests.  These analyses of the valid pneumatic slug 



test data should be made using unconfined methods. If unconfined methods are not appropriate 



for a particular response then confined methods may be used with adequate justification. 



Response to the October 7, 2015 Response to Comments 



 FMC response to comment 2:  As FMC did not provide the requested initial displacement and 



recovery graphics, and the AQTESOLVE® files only show part of the test, EPA and IDEQ 



produced their own graphics from the transducer csv files, which increased review time. 



 FMC response to comment 3:  See General Comment above regarding transducer depth. 



 FMC response to comment 4: The large number of mathematical models available for confined 



conditions is not considered adequate justification for their use when valid unconfined solutions 



are available. Use unconfined methods when appropriate and provide justification when these 



methods are not used. 



 FMC response to comment 9:  The determination that head responses are not dependent on initial 



displacement appears to be incorrect. See General Comment regarding transducer placement. 












 of the Intermediate Remedial Design for the groundwater remedy.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions or to schedule the suggested conference call.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; "wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov"; Kelly Wright


 (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor"s Construction Plan and CQC Plan
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 3:10:48 PM
Attachments: Comments on 2015 ET Cap Update to RAWP 10-14-15.pdf


Rob and Marjo:
 
Attached are EPA comments, developed in coordination with the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and
 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, on the following documents. 
 


·        CBI “Construction Quality Control Plan” as revised and submitted October 1, 2015
·        CBI “FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan” as


 revised and submitted October 1, 2015
·        CBI “Health and Safety Plan” revised and submitted October 2, 2015
·        Project Overview Bar Chart for the 2015 ET Capping Phase submitted October 2, 2015


 
These documents were submitted in response to EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 for ET
 capping portions of the July 2015 Revised Pre-final Remedial Design Report and Revised Pre-final
 Remedial Action Work Plan.  EPA granted the partial approval in an effort to continue the pace of
 ongoing remedial action construction.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 5:00 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net
Subject: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC Plan
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, attached for your review and approval are: (1)
 the revised Contractor’s Construction Plan (Appendix A of the Draft Remedial Action Work
 Plan [RAWP]) and (2) the revised Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan
 (Appendix B of the RAWP).  Both have been revised to include the 2015
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October 14, 2015  



 



EPA Comments on the FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading 



And 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan (Appendix B),  



Construction Quality Control Plan (Appendix A) 



 



 October 1, 2015 Revision 



 



  HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 



Superfund Site Remedial Action Activities 



 



Revision 4, October 2, 2015  



 



 



FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 



Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 



 



 



EPA comments focused on review of yellow highlighted portions (revised) of the above referenced 



documents.   Furthermore, the Health and Safety Plan review was limited to identification of 



inconsistencies and critical issues. 



FMC OU Site-Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan 



General Comment 



As part of the EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and 



Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan, dated August 7, 2015, the text states: 



 The design slope criteria of 4:1 has been exceeded for both caps in limited areas. The RTC does 



not adequately describe how this will be addressed, through a design change, with additional 



inspection and monitoring requirements for these areas, or some other method. 



 Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1in the ET cap areas must be addressed to EPA’s 



satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas. 



After review of the revised documents it is not clear why it is necessary to exceed the 4:1 slope, 



especially in the perimeter areas of RA-E and RA-H.  The text should clearly state why and to what extent 



the 4:1 slope in the affected areas must be exceeded or the document should be modified to show that 



no areas will exceed the 4:1 slope criteria. 



 











Specific Comments 



Section 1.2, Project Description – The fourth bullet on page 6 could be misinterpreted to indicate that 



both seeding and erosion control matting will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 



4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of this document clarify that seeding will be conducted over 



the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion 



control matting.  Also, as described in the general comment above, there does not appear to be any 



need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise this bullet 



as necessary. 



Section 2.7.12, Paragraph 2 of this section describes select areas of the RA-F subgrade consisting of 



screened slag and screened capillary break lifts.  This appears to be consistent with EPA’s partial 



approval of August 7, 2015 but inconsistent with recent FMC statements about planning to submit a 



modified ET cap design for RA-F1 and RA-F2.  Revise if necessary. 



Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section describes priorities for completion of ET caps 



during the remainder of the 2015 field season.  Revise the last full sentence on page 19 to distinguish 



between RA-H West and RA-H East, clearly indicating which location is the higher priority for cover soil 



placement during this construction season. 



Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section should be expanded to specify that any heavy 



equipment used during grading of potentially contaminated soil within the remediation areas must be 



decontaminated before being used to load, haul, or spread clean ET cap cover soil. 



Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – EPA disagrees with the two sentences toward the end of the first 



paragraph on page 21:   “It is our opinion, that once a work area is complete, that area will not need to 



be sprayed or wet down, as it will be inactive exactly as the site sits today.  It is our experience that 



water trucks will be sufficient to handle dust mitigation and suppression issues at the site.”   Revise to 



note that areas of disturbed soil and areas recently capped with soil may need water or tacking material 



to suppress dust.  This is consistent with dust control measures taken during the spring of 2015. 



Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – The second paragraph on page 21 indicates that the allowable speed 



limit for haul truck will be raised to 25 miles per hour, rather than the maximum of 15 miles per hour for 



pickup trucks and other vehicles.  It is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it 



will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate 



justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all 



vehicle types. 



Construction Quality Control Plan 



Section 7.4 and Tables:  Nuclear density measurement test methods are proposed for the topsoil.  Due 



to gamma radiation emitted from the slag, there may be some issues with background gamma radiation 



adversely affecting field readings.  Propose alternative test methods, or alternative QA, to verify that 



field readings are not being affected.   











Revised Overview Bar Chart for ET Capping 



No comments. 



Health and Safety Plan 



Section 1.2, Scope of Work -- The tenth bullet on page 1-3 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both 



seeding and high performance flexible growth medium application (erosion control matting) will be 



limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of the Capping 



Construction Plan indicate that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper 



slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in 



the General Comment, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for 



ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise the bullet accordingly. 



Section 1.2.3, Radioactive Isotopes of Concern – The sentence immediately preceding Table 2 should be 



revised to refer to radionuclides, rather than radionucleotides. 



Section 5.1.20, Truck Operations – The discussion on page 5-11 refers to maximum allowable speed 



limits of 20 miles per hour for off-road dump trucks, and 15 miles per hour for all other vehicle 



types.  The cited dump truck speed limit is inconsistent with that noted in Section 3.4 of the Capping 



Construction Plan.  Moreover, as stated above, it is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary 



and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless 



appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be 



maintained for all vehicle types. 



 



 












 evapotranspiration (ET) cap construction phase. Added text is shown in yellow highlight
 (the un-highlighted text is unchanged from the September 2014 RAWP for Site Wide
 Grading Appendices A and B).  We would appreciate your expedited review and approval
 of the attached revised plans so that the ET capping phase can begin during the week of
 October 5.  In addition, FMC plans to transmit the revised Contractor’s Health and Safety
 Plan (Appendix J of the RAWP) for your review and a Project Overview Bar Chart for the
 2015 ET Capping Phase (new RAWP Figure 6-2) tomorrow.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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FMC Waste Contamination 
Profile


Easter Michaud Flats Superfund Site
Pocatello, Idaho
EPA Region 10







Locations of Waste at the Former FMC Plant Site
Wastes contain metals, radionuclide, and/or elemental phosphorus (P4)







Waste Descriptions


Metals found in wastes include
– Antimony
– Arsenic
– Cadmium
– Lead
– Nickel
– Thallium
– Vanadium


Radionuclides found in wastes 
include
– Lead-210
– Polonium-210
– Potassium-40
– Radium-226
– Uranium-238


Wastes, process feed materials, and by-products on the FMC Site 
containing metals and radionuclides include


- ore (process feed)
- slag 
- precipitator solids
- phossy solids
- calciner pond solids
- calcined ore
- ferrophos (by-product)


Elemental phosphorus (P4) is found throughout site in fill, former ponds, 
and in one case has leached into native soil







Waste Descriptions (cont’d)


• Elemental Phosphorus (P4)
• http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U6_-EUcswSc


– Pyrophoric – spontaneously ignitable in air; oxidizes with exposure to atmospheric 
oxygen at normal temperatures


– Reacts quickly with oxygen to produce phosphorus pentoxide (P2O5) smoke
– Slowly reacts with water to produce phosphine (PH3)
– Used in matches and in weaponry (smoke shielding, incendiary weaponry)
– Health and Safety Concerns


• P4 is highly toxic by ingestion, inhalation, and skin absorption; may be fatal; 
corrosive to body tissues; skin burns very possible.


• P2O5  smoke reacts with water in air to make phosphoric acid aerosol



http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U6_-EUcswSc&feature=related





3 General Waste Types at the FMC Site
1. Wastes managed in ponds and surface impoundments
2. Wastes and products leached into native soil or disposed on-site
3. Wastes used as fill materials to contour the site


Contaminants of 
Concern Ore Slag Precipitator 


Solids
Phossy 
Solids


Calciner 
Pond 
Solids


Calcined 
Ore Ferrophos Coke1 Soil


95th UCL 
Background 


Concentrations


Antimony (mg/kg) - - 146 194 - - - - - 0.28
Arsenic (mg/kg) 14.6 - 44.6 180 14.3 - - - - 10.4
Cadmium (mg/kg) 125 - 5,240 2,010 538 - - - - 0.72
Hydrocarbons (mg/kg) - - - - - - - 3.75 - 31.1 - -
Fluoride (mg/kg) - - - - 1,300 - - - - 302
Lead (mg/kg) - - 1,073 - - - - - - 23.9
Lead-210 (pCi/g) 36.3 13 1,140 409 34.1 21.9 - - - 2.02
Nickel (mg/kg) - - - - - - 1,150 - - 18.7
Phosphine (mg/kg) - - - - - - - - 0 – 1.02 0
Polonium-210 (pCi/g) - - 657 72.3 458 - - - - 1.17
Potassium-40 (pCi/g) - - 152 27.4 70.4 - - - - 15.0
Radium-226 (pCi/g) 29.6 25.1 11.3 - 17.4 26.7 - - - 0.953
Thallium (mg/kg) - - - - 340 - - - - 0.13
Uranium-238 (pCi/g) 27.5 29.3 6.39 - 17.9 24.2 - - - 0.88
Vanadium (mg/kg) - - - - - - 6,330 - - 19.6
1Coke contains polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, six of which were found to be in concentrations that pose risk. There is no “background” concentration for  
hydrocarbons.
2Phosphine may be present in soils where elemental phosphorus is known to be present .







1. Wastes Managed in Ponds and Surface Impoundments


Process wastes were managed in 2 types of ponds
– Metals and radionuclide wastes


• Calciner Ponds


– Metals, radionuclide, and P4 wastes 
• P4 present up to nearly 100%
• Pond 8S
• Pond 8E
• Phase IV Ponds
• Pond 9E
• Pond 15S
• Pond 16S
• Pond 17
• Pond 18


(map on next slide)







Wastes and Pond Locations Within the FMC Site


Calciner
Ponds


RA-A


RA-A







2. Wastes and Products Leached Into Native Soil or Disposed On-Site


Process products (P4) were leached or disposed on-site
– Furnace Building and Slag Pit Leaks (see picture on next slide)


• Liquid P4 spills and leaks over process history
• Thermal gradient in soil to groundwater created by 50 years of furnace building 
use at ~2300oF
• P4 liquid product leaked beneath the facility
• P4 extends groundwater 85-90 ft below ground surface under furnace building 
and approximately 700 feet downgradient in groundwater
• As thermal gradient returned to ambient temperatures P4 solidified
• Estimated 52,400 tons of P4 beneath furnace building
• P4 may be present up to 100% in certain areas


– Buried Railcars in Slag Pile
• 21 railcars filled with P4 sludge buried in the slag pile in 1964
• Railcars estimated 10-25% full, with 75-95% P4 material in each railcar
• Estimated 2,000 tons of P4 remaining in railcars







P4 Conceptual Site Model







3. Wastes used as fill materials to contour the site


Waste materials were used on-site as fill for contouring


– Metals and radionuclide waste used for fill
• primarily slag
• ~20 – 30 pCi/g


– Metals, radionuclide, and P4 wastes used for fill
• P4 typically a few ppm to ~10% of fill material
• precipitator solids
• phossy solids
• ferrophos







Determining the Vertical and Lateral Extent of 
Contamination 


– Bulk of data was collected under 
• Remedial Investigation (1996)
• Supplemental Remedial Investigation (2009)


– Due to Health and Safety issues associated with P4 and 
sample collection, investigation strategy focused on waste 
characterization and delineation, and placement of waste


• Fill vertical and lateral extent determined (estimated volume of 
P4 in each area)
• Ponds – depths, volumes, and wastes are known from post 
closure plans
• Leaching from other sources







Feasibility Study
The Feasibility Study determined site risks could be managed by capping or 


treatment
– Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) ~$47.2 Million


• After grading, evapotranspiration caps placed over areas that may contain P4
• After grading, gamma caps placed over areas containing only metals and 
radionuclides
• Windblown fugitive dust containing metals and radionuclides will be scraped or tilled, 
north of the facility
• Underground piping in certain areas containing residual P4 would be cleaned and 
disposed offsite


– Clean Closure (Alternative 8) ~$3.5 Billion
• Excavation and treatment of all contaminated soils on the FMC OU
• All P4 contaminated material would be excavated and treated onsite before offsite 
disposal
• P4 treated through caustic hydrolysis, metals treated through metals stabilization
• All materials transported to offsite landfill, where FMC OU would be clean closed







Implementability


– Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3)
• Relatively easy to implement
• All capping and excavation technologies are proven and have succeeded in 
reducing risk at other sites
• Low risk to the community and workers
• Low risk of not being successful at reducing site risks
• Time to implement 3-5 years


– Clean Closure (Alternative 8)
• Difficult to implement
• No proven full scale technology for volume of P4 which requires treatment
• Technical risks exist specifically in regards to excavating and transporting large 
volumes of P4
• Short term risks are high to workers that may be excavating, transporting, and 
treating large volumes of P4
• Significant cost difference between Alternative 3 and Alternative 8
• Time to implement 30-50 years







Conclusion


EPA Region 10 has chosen Alternative 3 as the Preferred 
Alternative to manage waste in place at the FMC OU based 
on balancing the 9 criteria


Any remaining wastes onsite could be treated in the future 
if proven technology develops


5-year reviews provide a sound opportunity to re-evaluate 
technology and effectiveness of remedy
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Comments 10.14.15 Response to Comments
Date: Thursday, October 15, 2015 4:22:09 PM


 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


FYI
 
 
From: Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2015 3:52 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: Comments 10.14.15 Response to Comments
 
Jonathan,
 
In reviewing the response to comments for table 7.4 concerning the response to nuclear density
 measurements test methods, FMC will need to investigate alternate methods of verifying density
 compaction of the topsoil’s for the gamma and ET caps. 
 
ASTM D6938 is specified for the testing method to be performed for in-place density by nuclear
 methods.  According to this standard in sections 5.1.7, 5.2.3, 10.4.7, 10.5.2 all specify to” Keep all
 other radioactive sources at least 9m (30 ft) away from the gauge to avoid affecting the
 measurement.”  We believe that testing the topsoil with a nuclear densitometer in close proximity
 to the radioactive slag will cause erroneous errors in density measurements. 
 
It is highly recommended that an alternate in-field density measurement be performed instead or a
 modified and intensified quality assurance program done to correlate the nuclear density reading to
 another method.  There are several methods available that can replace the nuclear densitometer
 test method.  There is the Sand Cone test ASTM D1556 and the Drive Cylinder test method ASTM
 D2937.  Currently Simplot is employing the Drive Cylinder method for doing compaction testing of
 the fine grained gypsum fill on their property.
 
Wayne W. Crowther, P.E., CPESC
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Senior Regional Engineer
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Pocatello Regional Office
444 Hospital Way Suite#300
Pocatello, Idaho 83201
(208) 236-6160
 
There are problems with everything and nothing is yet perfect, but that should not be cause to bemoan, that should
 be cause to achieve.


-Chris Hadfield
 
 
The only way forward, if we are going to improve the quality of the environment, is to get everybody involved.”  -
Richard Rogers
 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: DRAFT EPA Comments on ET Cap Updates to RAWP Appendices A and B
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 10:42:35 AM
Attachments: Comments on 2015 ET Cap Update to RAWP 10-14-15.docx


 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 10:35 AM
To: 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'
Cc: 'Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; 'Benchouk, Michele [USA]'
Subject: DRAFT EPA Comments on ET Cap Updates to RAWP Appendices A and B
 
Ed:
 
Attached is a draft set of comments built upon what BAH provided yesterday.  As we discussed
 yesterday, I would appreciate BAH’s professional opinion regarding Section 7.4 (text and tables) of
 the updated Construction Quality Control Plan.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116


Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site








EPA comments focused on review of yellow highlighted portions (revised) of the above referenced documents.   Furthermore, the Health and Safety Plan review was limited to identification of inconsistencies and critical issues.


FMC OU Site-Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan


General Comment


As part of the EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan, dated August 7, 2015, the text states:


· The design slope criteria of 4:1 has been exceeded for both caps in limited areas. The RTC does not adequately describe how this will be addressed, through a design change, with additional inspection and monitoring requirements for these areas, or some other method.


· Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1in the ET cap areas must be addressed to EPA’s satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas.


After review of the revised documents it is not clear why it is necessary to exceed the 4:1 slope, especially in the perimeter areas of RA-E and RA-H.  The text should clearly state why and to what extent the 4:1 slope in the affected areas must be exceeded or the document should be modified to show that no areas will exceed the 4:1 slope criteria.





Specific Comments


Section 1.2, Project Description – The fourth bullet on page 6 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both seeding and erosion control matting will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of this document clarify that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in the general comment above, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise this bullet as necessary.


Section 2.7.12, Paragraph 2 of this section describes select areas of the RA-F subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts.  This appears to be consistent with EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 but inconsistent with recent FMC statements about planning to submit a modified ET cap design for RA-F1 and RA-F2.  Revise if necessary.


Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section describes priorities for completion of ET caps during the remainder of the 2015 field season.  Revise the last full sentence on page 19 to distinguish between RA-H West and RA-H East, clearly indicating which location is the higher priority for cover soil placement during this construction season.


Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section should be expanded to specify that any heavy equipment used during grading of potentially contaminated soil within the remediation areas must be decontaminated before being used to load, haul, or spread clean ET cap cover soil.


Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – EPA disagrees with the two sentences toward the end of the first paragraph on page 21:   “It is our opinion, that once a work area is complete, that area will not need to be sprayed or wet down, as it will be inactive exactly as the site sits today.  It is our experience that water trucks will be sufficient to handle dust mitigation and suppression issues at the site.”   Revise to note that areas of disturbed soil and areas recently capped with soil may need water or tacking material to suppress dust.  This is consistent with dust control measures taken during the spring of 2015.


Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – The second paragraph on page 21 indicates that the allowable speed limit for haul truck will be raised to 25 miles per hour, rather than the maximum of 15 miles per hour for pickup trucks and other vehicles.  It is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all vehicle types.


Construction Quality Control Plan


Section 7.4 and Tables:  ???


Revised Overview Bar Chart for ET Capping


No comments.


Health and Safety Plan


Section 1.2, Scope of Work -- The tenth bullet on page 1-3 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both seeding and high performance flexible growth medium application (erosion control matting) will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of the Capping Construction Plan indicate that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in the General Comment, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise the bullet accordingly.


Section 1.2.3, Radioactive Isotopes of Concern – The sentence immediately preceding Table 2 should be revised to refer to radionuclides, rather than radionucleotides.


Section 5.1.20, Truck Operations – The discussion on page 5-11 refers to maximum allowable speed limits of 20 miles per hour for off-road dump trucks, and 15 miles per hour for all other vehicle types.  The cited dump truck speed limit is inconsistent with that noted in Section 3.4 of the Capping Construction Plan.  Moreover, as stated above, it is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all vehicle types.













From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: DRAFT EPA Comments on ET Cap Updates to RAWP Appendices A and B
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 10:42:05 AM
Attachments: Comments on 2015 ET Cap Update to RAWP 10-14-15.docx


FYI.  I will plan to call Wayne too.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 10:35 AM
To: 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'
Cc: 'Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; 'Benchouk, Michele [USA]'
Subject: DRAFT EPA Comments on ET Cap Updates to RAWP Appendices A and B
 
Ed:
 
Attached is a draft set of comments built upon what BAH provided yesterday.  As we discussed
 yesterday, I would appreciate BAH’s professional opinion regarding Section 7.4 (text and tables) of
 the updated Construction Quality Control Plan.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116


Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site








EPA comments focused on review of yellow highlighted portions (revised) of the above referenced documents.   Furthermore, the Health and Safety Plan review was limited to identification of inconsistencies and critical issues.


FMC OU Site-Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan


General Comment


As part of the EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan, dated August 7, 2015, the text states:


· The design slope criteria of 4:1 has been exceeded for both caps in limited areas. The RTC does not adequately describe how this will be addressed, through a design change, with additional inspection and monitoring requirements for these areas, or some other method.


· Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1in the ET cap areas must be addressed to EPA’s satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas.


After review of the revised documents it is not clear why it is necessary to exceed the 4:1 slope, especially in the perimeter areas of RA-E and RA-H.  The text should clearly state why and to what extent the 4:1 slope in the affected areas must be exceeded or the document should be modified to show that no areas will exceed the 4:1 slope criteria.





Specific Comments


Section 1.2, Project Description – The fourth bullet on page 6 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both seeding and erosion control matting will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of this document clarify that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in the general comment above, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise this bullet as necessary.


Section 2.7.12, Paragraph 2 of this section describes select areas of the RA-F subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts.  This appears to be consistent with EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 but inconsistent with recent FMC statements about planning to submit a modified ET cap design for RA-F1 and RA-F2.  Revise if necessary.


Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section describes priorities for completion of ET caps during the remainder of the 2015 field season.  Revise the last full sentence on page 19 to distinguish between RA-H West and RA-H East, clearly indicating which location is the higher priority for cover soil placement during this construction season.


Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section should be expanded to specify that any heavy equipment used during grading of potentially contaminated soil within the remediation areas must be decontaminated before being used to load, haul, or spread clean ET cap cover soil.


Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – EPA disagrees with the two sentences toward the end of the first paragraph on page 21:   “It is our opinion, that once a work area is complete, that area will not need to be sprayed or wet down, as it will be inactive exactly as the site sits today.  It is our experience that water trucks will be sufficient to handle dust mitigation and suppression issues at the site.”   Revise to note that areas of disturbed soil and areas recently capped with soil may need water or tacking material to suppress dust.  This is consistent with dust control measures taken during the spring of 2015.


Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – The second paragraph on page 21 indicates that the allowable speed limit for haul truck will be raised to 25 miles per hour, rather than the maximum of 15 miles per hour for pickup trucks and other vehicles.  It is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all vehicle types.


Construction Quality Control Plan


Section 7.4 and Tables:  ???


Revised Overview Bar Chart for ET Capping


No comments.


Health and Safety Plan


Section 1.2, Scope of Work -- The tenth bullet on page 1-3 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both seeding and high performance flexible growth medium application (erosion control matting) will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of the Capping Construction Plan indicate that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in the General Comment, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise the bullet accordingly.


Section 1.2.3, Radioactive Isotopes of Concern – The sentence immediately preceding Table 2 should be revised to refer to radionuclides, rather than radionucleotides.


Section 5.1.20, Truck Operations – The discussion on page 5-11 refers to maximum allowable speed limits of 20 miles per hour for off-road dump trucks, and 15 miles per hour for all other vehicle types.  The cited dump truck speed limit is inconsistent with that noted in Section 3.4 of the Capping Construction Plan.  Moreover, as stated above, it is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all vehicle types.













From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: ECL"s Weekly for 10/08/2015
Date: Friday, October 09, 2015 9:42:19 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Lepic FOIA – Redact everything except yellow highlight as non responsive.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Chris Field [mailto:Field.Chris@epamail.epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 2:14 PM
To: R10-ORA
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; Terada, Calvin; Grandinetti, Cami; Field, Chris; Faulk, Dennis; Brave, Jennifer;
 Leckrone-Lee, Judith; Albright, Rick; Blocker, Shawn; Moon, Wally; Barber, Anthony; Ingemansen,
 Dean; Stern, Allyn; Castanon, Lisa; Soderlund, Dianne; Kelly, Joyce; Werntz, James; Fleming, Sheila;
 Philip, Jeff; Hastings, Janis; Hill, Barbara; Kunz, Beth; Hales, Bob; Perkins, Brandon; Brian Ramey;
 Ouk, Chantha; Becker, Dale; Burgess, Deborah; Deborah Johnston; Ripley, Denise; Pendleton,
 Elizabeth; Akiyama, Gail; Gary Sink; Manulat-Englis, Irma; Kramer, Jackie; Schneider, Jana; Janet
 Wien; Jennings, Jannine; Morales, Javier; Johnson, Jennifer S.; Labaw, Joanne; Moore, Joanne;
 Jonathan Maas; Hardin, Karen; Marcy, Ken; Laura Caparroso; Cohen, Lori; Kershner, Lynne; Goolie,
 Mary; Lindeman, Monica; Tonel, Monica; Jamison, Myrna; Knowles, Nicholas; Andy Smith; Heister,
 Dan; Rees, David; Diane Dettling; Liverman, Earl; Weigel, Greg; Fowlow, Jeffrey; Rodin, Jeffry; Clark,
 Josie; Parker, Kathy; Carr, Matt; Boykin, Michael; Sibley, Michael; Franklin, Richard; Whittier, Robert;
 Zavala, Angie; Lambert, Aaron; Hiltner, Allison; McCauley, Anne; Adams, Bill; Fisher, Carla; Chip
 Humphrey; Christy Brown; Cora, Christopher; Guzzetti, Christopher; Hong, Claire; Cameron, Craig;
 Tomten, Dave; Einan, Dave; Deb Yamamoto; Denise Baker; Moreen, Ed; Hale, Elly; Laija, Emerald;
 Fran Allans; Craig, Harry; Bottcher, Helen; Arrigoni, Holly; Howard Orlean; Palumbo, Janice; Wallace,
 Joe; Williams, Jonathan; Keeley, Karen; Rochlin, Kevin; Prestbo, Kim; Lynch, Kira; Koch, Kristine; Larry
 Gadbois; Buelow, Laura; Castrilli, Laura; Meyer, Linda; Lynda Priddy; Ader, Mark; Wilkening, Matt;
 Nancy Harney; Peterson, Piper; Sanga, Ravi; Chu Rebecca; Richard Muza; Hedeen, Roberta; Lobos,
 Rod; Halstead, Sandra; Sheldrake, Sean; Langton, Tamara; Chellis, Tracy; Ryan, William (Region 10);
 Solis, Ricardo; Tan, Robert; Smith, Sharon; Vilpas, Sirkku; Haas, Susan; Morales, Susan; Powers,
 Suzanne; Sylvia Kawabata; Griffith, Terri; Adams, Wendy; Christopher, Anne; Robinson, Deborah;
 Kelly, Kate; Murchie, Peter
Subject: ECL's Weekly for 10/08/2015
 


Subject: Weekly Report for the week of  10/08/2015 for ECL 


Non-Responsive
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To: R10-ORA@epa.gov
CC: R10 ECI ECL Editors; Anthony Barber/R10/USEPA/US; Dean


 Ingemansen/R10/USEPA/US; Allyn Stern/R10/USEPA/US; Lisa
 Castanon/R10/USEPA/US; Dianne Soderlund/R10/USEPA/US; Joyce
 Kelly/R10/USEPA/US; James Werntz/R10/USEPA/US; Sheila
 Fleming/R10/USEPA/US; Mike Cox/R10/USEPA/US; Lucy
 Edmondson/R10USEPA/US; Jeff Philip/R10/USEPA/US; Janis
 Hastings/R10/USEPA/US; R10-ECL Mail Group; Kate Kelly/R10/USEPA/US;
 Peter Murchie/R10/USEPA/US@EPA


 
OD & AD TRAVEL/SIGNIFICANT LEAVE:
  HOT TOPICS
This Week:    
Eastern Michaud Flats/FMC (near Pocatello): This week FMC issued a full page
 advertisement in local newspapers announcing the completion of the grading phase
 and initiation of the capping/covering phase of remedial construction. Next week
 Region 10 will be meeting with HQ staff to discuss and consolidate EPA comments
 on Argonne National Labs Independent Review of soil excavation and treatment
 technologies for the FMC Operable Unit. Comments from EPA and the Tribes are
 due to Argonne on October 19th after which Argonne will produce a final report
 along with a formal Response to Comments. A final report is still expected by the end
 of the calendar year. In discussions with the Fort Hall Business Council in late
 September, the Tribal Council indicated that provided EPA moves ahead with a
 "phase 2" investigation of potential technologies, they would not seek formal
 government to government consultation at this time.


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
 


 
 
 


Non-Responsive


Non-Responsive


Non-Responsive
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Non-Responsive












From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor"s Construction Plan and CQC Plan
Date: Friday, October 16, 2015 10:48:13 AM
Attachments: image002.png


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 10:47 AM
To: 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner
Subject: FW: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan
 and CQC Plan
 
Wayne and Michele:
 
It appears you were not copied on this e-mail.  I would appreciate speaking with you about it. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 9:42 AM
To: Cliff Merrill; darlene.mccray@akana.us; Doug Tanner; Ed Greutert; susanh@ida.net; Williams,
 Jonathan; Kelly Wright; Scott Miller; Tim.Norman@Akana.us
Cc: Rob Hartman; David Heineck
Subject: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and
 CQC Plan
 
 
Jonathan
 
Thank you for the timely responses to the Addendums to the RAWP Appendices.  Based on
 EPA’s comments FMC will commence placement of the ET Cap in accordance with the
 partially approved Remedial Design Report and the Addendums to the RAWP on Monday
 October 19, 2015.  In regards to EPA’s response to specific comment Number 8, the approach
 for Quality Control and Quality Assurance testing is consistent with the approach provided in
 the partially approved Remedial Design Report as well as the approach utilized during the
 density testing for the gamma test cap studies. Strata (field geotechnical subcontractor that
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THINK. SAFE. @}








 performed in-situ density testing at test caps) did not observe any unusual response from
 their equipment and the measured moisture/densities were comparable to the lab testing
 derived moisture density curve. This test method is preferred by the construction team in
 that results are available in near real time versus a 4 hour delayed time.  In addition, FMC
 reminds USEPA that sand cone testing (ASTM D1556), a method which was referenced in
 USEPA’s comment response to Number 8, will be utilized at a frequency of one test per 20 in
 place nuclear density testing (ASTM D6938).  Based on the results of previous in-place nuclear
 density testing performed on the site as well as the additional sand cone testing that will be
 performed during cover soil placement, FMC will move forward with ET cap placement using
 the specified QA/QC methods in the approved Remedial Design Report for the ET cap. 
 Furthermore, if, during ET cap placement, the methods don’t correlate, FMC will discuss
 further with the Agency. 
 
Regards,
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC 4Q15 CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring
Date: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 9:45:43 AM
Attachments: 2015-10-12 FMC notification of 4Q15 CERCLA GW sampling.pdf


FYI.  Let’s discuss when you have time.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:17 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: 'Bruce.Olenick@deq.idaho.gov'; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright
 (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Marguerite Carpenter; rachel.greengas@fmc.com
Subject: FMC 4Q15 CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring
 
Jonathan:  Please refer to attached for notification of schedule for 4Q15 CERCLA
 groundwater monitoring.  Thank you, 
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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 FMC Corporation  



 1735 Market Street  



 Philadelphia PA 19103 



FMC Corporation 215.299.6000 phone  



 215.299.6947 fax 
  
 www.fmc.com  



Transmitted Via E-mail  
 
October 12, 2015   
 
Jonathan Williams 
Project Coordinator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 
Seattle, WA 98101 
 
Re: FMC Corporation Pocatello, ID  



Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 



 
Dear Mr. Williams,  
 
Paragraph 30.c.7.hh. of the subject Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) states “Provisions for 
continuing groundwater monitoring, sampling, analysis and reporting will continue pursuant to 
Respondent’s Interim CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan (FMC, July 2010) until the Final 
CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan, as a component of the Remedial Action Work Plan, is 
approved by EPA.”  Additionally, Paragraph 39 of the UAO requires FMC to notify EPA and the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and State not less than 28 days in advance of any sample collection 
activity unless shorter notice is agreed to by EPA.  
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide notice in compliance with Paragraph 39 of the UAO that 
beginning on November 9, 2015 FMC will perform groundwater sampling pursuant to the Interim 
CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan, as provided in paragraph 30.c.7.hh (including all of the 
quality assurance and field sampling provisions included in that Plan).  The groundwater 
sampling of the CERCLA wells is planned for November 9, 10 and possibly the morning of the 
11th.  FMC’s contractor conducting the work generally works 12-hour days, e.g., 7AM to 7PM.   
 
Sincerely, 
 



 
 



Marguerite Carpenter, PhD 
Associate Director, Environment 
 
cc (as required by EPA): 
Bruce Olenick - Idaho Department of Environmental Quality  
Doug Tanner - Idaho Department of Environmental Quality  
Scott Miller - Idaho Department of Environmental Quality  
Kelly Wright - Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
Susan Hanson - Shoshone-Bannock Tribes  













From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC Request for ET Cap Remedial Design Change for RA-F1 and RA-F2
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 12:16:29 PM
Attachments: Partial Approval for ET Cap RD-RA 8-7-15.pdf


CBI RFIs for FMC OU 10-6-14.pdf


FYI per our conversation this morning.  I understand from a phone conversation with Rob and Marjo
 last Wednesday, Sept. 30, that FMC is working on a proposed ET cap design modification for RA-F1
 and RA-F2.   
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 5:45 PM
To: 'Rob Hartman'; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Ed Greutert; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
 susanh@ida.net; 'Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Cliff Merrill; Tim.Norman@Akana.us;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC Request for ET Cap Remedial Design Change for RA-F1 and RA-F2
 
Rob and Marjo:
 
Thanks for the explanatory information in the e-mail below.  I would like to clarify that when Cliff
 Merrill and I were onsite August 29, 2015 we asked why the trial plot ET cap was being constructed
 in a location where crushed slag had not yet been placed.  In response, we were provided with the
 two attached Chicago Bridge and Iron (CBI) Requests for Information from October 2014.  Those we
 visited with onsite appeared to consider this October 2014 internal communication between FMC
 contractors, and not EPA’s August 2015 partial approval, as governing ET cap construction in RA-F1
 and RA-F2.
 
As you know, on August 7, 2015 EPA provided a Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-
Final Remedial Design Report (RDR) and Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) that
 included the approval for the design of the ET caps.  A copy of this partial approval is attached.  The
 approved portions of the pre-final RAWP includes reference to Figure 3-3 and a statement that both
 the capillary break and screened fill will be placed in RA F1 and RA F2 in advance of the construction
 of the soil layer component of the ET caps for these RAs.
 
Your e-mail requests an ET cap design change for RA-F1 and RA-F2 and provides some explanatory
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August 7, 2015 



 



 



EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and 



Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan 



 



Submitted July 6, 2015 



 



 



FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 



Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 



 



 



FMC submitted a Response to Comments (RTC), revised pre-final Remedial Design Report 



(RDR), and revised Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) July 6, 2015.  Subsequently, FMC 



contacted EPA and requested an expedited review/approval of the Evapotranspiration (ET) cap 



design and construction components.  This request was made because:  1) few of the EPA 



comments of June 3, 2015 were about the ET cap design and 2) grading phase work is scheduled 



to be complete in August 2015 at which point ET cap construction could begin. 



EPA PARTIAL AND CONTINGENT APPROVAL 



In an effort to continue the pace of the ongoing remedial action construction, FMC may proceed 



with construction of the ET caps based on the current draft design. This includes the design 



element of a six inch vegetated buffer layer, which EPA considers necessary and adequate for 



soil cap design.  This approval is contingent upon FMC adequately addressing EPA concerns 



about ET cap slope design exceedances as commented upon later. 



EPA approves the design of the ET caps.  Specifically the sections of the following documents 



are approved: 



 FMC OU REMEDIAL DESIGN SOIL REMEDIAL ACTION PRE-FINAL 



REMEDIAL DESIGN REPORT, July 2015 Revision, Sections 3.1.2 – ET Caps and 



5.3.1 – Cover Performance Modeling for ET Covers 



 



 FMC OU - SOIL REMEDIAL ACTION DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION WORK 



PLAN, July 2015 Revision, Section 4.3.1 – Construction of ET Caps, and relevant 



portions pertaining to ET Caps of section 3.2.2, Appendix A, and Specification 02222 – 



Earthworks 



 



No other elements of the pre-final RD and pre-final RAWP reports, resubmitted July 6, 2015, are 



approved at this time.  The Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring Plan (OM&M Plan) and 



Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP), resubmitted July 28, 2015 are not approved at 











this time.  And this partial approval does not address disposition of P4 contaminated materials, 



collected during grading phase work, referred to as Undocumented Subgrade Conditions (USCs). 



 



PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON DOCUMENTS/SECTIONS NOT YET APPROVED   



 



The July 6, 2015 RTC did not adequately address or resolve a number of important issues 



previously identified by EPA.  These include comments on the above referenced documents 



provided June 3, 2015 and discussed with FMC at a meeting held in Pocatello, Idaho on June 11, 



2015.   



 



Preliminary comments on the sections and documents not yet approved are provided below: 



Gamma Cap and ET Cap O&M Plans 



 The gamma cap design does not provide for a long-term protective cover over the 



minimally-designed gamma shielding layer to protect that layer from erosion. Such 



covers layers are typical of cap design (including the ET cap). The use of short-term 



erosion blankets and the seeding of the shielding layer itself are not persuasive 



alternatives.  A six-inch vegetated cover layer, in addition to the nominally 12 inch thick 



gamma shielding layer, would be consistent with the ET cap design. 



 The OM&M plan describes different protocols for measuring cover thickness and 



different trigger levels for repair between the ET and gamma caps. To the extent 



practical, OM&M should be the same for both types of caps to provide for consistency 



across the site. Variations due to technical differences (e.g. for gamma radiation on the 



gamma caps) must be identified separately and justified technically. 



 Justification must be provided for the OM&M cover thickness trigger levels. It is not 



clear why some trigger levels are set at 2 inches and some at 6 inches. In principle, the 



OM&M cap thickness and damage triggers should be based on the design of the 



vegetated buffer layer, practical consideration regarding measurement of damage depth, 



and site-wide consistency across the different cap types. 



Gamma Cap and ET Cap Design Slope Exceedances 



 The design slope criteria of 4:1 has been exceeded for both caps in limited areas.  The 



RTC does not adequately describe how this will be addressed, through a design change, 



with additional inspection and monitoring requirements for these areas, or some other 



method. 



 Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1in the ET cap areas must be addressed to 



EPA’s satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas. 



 


























 information.  EPA has reviewed this request in coordination with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and
 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality.  In order to consider the requested design change, EPA
 requires that FMC demonstrate the proposed slag layer is comparable to the capillary break
 material to be placed below the soil layer in the EPA-approved ET cap design.  This would include
 quantification of the qualitative description of “very tight with few pore spaces” and a comparison
 that would show an equivalent performance to the already approved ET cap design for RA-F1 and
 RA-F2.
 
The ET cap design as approved is for an engineered cover where the screened slag and capillary
 break are a manufactured product.  There are quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC)
 measures used to verify the materials meet approved standards.  FMC would need to demonstrate
 that the graded slag surface within RA-F1 and RA-F2 meets necessary construction standards and
 also identify how areas that might not meet required construction standards would be addressed.
 
FMC can construct the ET caps as approved August 7, 2015 within RA-F1 and RA-F2.  Alternatively,
 FMC can submit a work plan for EPA review/approval that demonstrates the equivalency of the
 proposed design revision, and a proposed QA/QC plan to ensure that soil placement and
 compaction would meet the revised design criteria and original performance criteria.  The work plan
 and revised design would need to be stamped by an engineer licensed in the state of Idaho.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 10:40 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Ed Greutert; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
 susanh@ida.net; Marguerite Carpenter
Subject: Information Regarding RA-F2 ET Cap trial plot and Response to CB&I RFIs 7 and *
 
Jonathan: During your visit to the site on August 29, 2015, you observed CB&I placing the
 ET cap trial plot at RA-F2 and requested additional information on the elimination of the
 requirement for the capillary break and screened slag layers at RA-F2.   I understand that
 Parsons provided you an opportunity to review MWH’s responses to CB&I’s Requests for
 Information (RFIs) 7 and 8 that modified the requirement for placement of the screened
 slag and capillary break layers at RA-F2 and RA-F1.  As you are aware, Specification
 02222 (Earthwork and Grading) contained in Appendix C of the Pre-Final Remedial Design
 Report for the soil remedy (January and July 2015) requires that the Contractor construct a



mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com

mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:susanh@ida.net





 minimum of a one-acre trial plot to determine the appropriate placement and compaction
 methods for achieving the required densities and thicknesses for the ET covers. The main
 objectives of the fill placement trial plot is to determine the loose lift thickness and number
 of passes of the low pressure dozer to achieve the required cover thickness and density for
 full-scale construction of the ET caps. The placement of the ET trail plot on RA-F2 will
 meet the trial plot objectives and was placed on the compacted slag surface that already
 meets the functionality of the screened slag and capillary break layers of the ET caps as
 described below.
 
As described in the Remedial Design (RD) for the soil remedy, the ET design includes
 placement of a 12-in layer of both screened slag and capillary break over the general fill in
 the RAs designated for ET caps.  The purpose of the screened slag is to provide
 compatibility between the general fill surface and the overlying capillary break layer such
 that the capillary break layer does not filter into or embed in the underlying general fill. The
 coarse-grained slag capillary break layer functions by holding back the water in the fine-
grained soil layer via capillary forces (air entry pressure).  During MWH review of CB&I’s
 RFIs 7 and 8, MWH’s RD engineering manager conducted a site visit to observe the
 surface condition of the slag on RA-F including RA-F1 and RA-F2.  Based on the site visit,
 it became apparent that the worked and equipment-compacted surface of the slag is very
 tight with very few pore spaces on the compacted surface. As a result, MWH concluded
 that loss of fines through the re-worked slag material would not be a concern and the
 screened slag layer would be superfluous (i.e., adding a slag layer on the compacted
 surface of the slag pile).  The significant thickness of slag at RA-F1 (about 80 feet thick)
 and RA-F2 (20 to 100 feet thick) creates a very robust capillary break layer compared to
 the minimum 12-inch thick layer specified for the other RAs specified for the ET cap.  The
 Pre-Final RD for the soil remedy inadvertently did not capture the modification indicated by
 MWH’s responses to RFIs 7 and 8; however, this modification will be captured in the Final
 RD for the soil remedy.  This modification of the specification to eliminate placement of the
 12-inch screened slag layer and 12-inch capillary break layers at RA-F1 and RA-F2 does
 not apply to the other RAs designated for ET caps. Those RAs have heterogeneous fill
 materials, including fine-grained materials (e.g., pond solids), within and at the surface of
 the general fill which makes placement of the uniform screened slag and capillary break
 layers necessary prior to placement of the 30-inch soil layer of the ET cap.  We would
 appreciate your expedited review and concurrence with this modification as the site-wide
 grading phase, including slag crushing and screening, is scheduled to be completed during
 the week of September 28.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill
Cc: "Greutert, Ed [USA]"; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor"s Construction Plan and CQC Plan
Date: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 1:39:57 PM
Attachments: 2015-10-01 FMC OU RAWP Appendix B Contractor"s Construction Quality Control Plan - Rev Oct 2015.pdf


2015-10-01 FMC OU RAWP Appendix A Contractor"s Construction Plan - Rev Oct 2015.pdf


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams,LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 5:00 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net
Subject: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC Plan
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, attached for your review and approval are: (1)
 the revised Contractor’s Construction Plan (Appendix A of the Draft Remedial Action Work
 Plan [RAWP]) and (2) the revised Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan
 (Appendix B of the RAWP).  Both have been revised to include the 2015
 evapotranspiration (ET) cap construction phase. Added text is shown in yellow highlight
 (the un-highlighted text is unchanged from the September 2014 RAWP for Site Wide
 Grading Appendices A and B).  We would appreciate your expedited review and approval
 of the attached revised plans so that the ET capping phase can begin during the week of
 October 5.  In addition, FMC plans to transmit the revised Contractor’s Health and Safety
 Plan (Appendix J of the RAWP) for your review and a Project Overview Bar Chart for the
 2015 ET Capping Phase (new RAWP Figure 6-2) tomorrow.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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1.0 GENERAL 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Construction Quality Control Plan (CQCP) describes the quality control (QC) activities 
required for construction of the earthworks associated with the remedial action (RA) at the FMC 
OU.  The work consists of preparatory demolition activities, general fill placement and grading, 
slag processing, processed slag placement and grading (screened slag and capillary break slag), 
monitoring well abandonment, raising of wells and sumps, storm sewer cleaning and 
abandonment and topsoil stripping in Remedial Area J (RA-J). 



This revision includes the 2015 evapotranspiritive (ET) capping portion of the project.  The work 
for this task consists of haul road improvements, cover soil conditioning/hydration, cover soil 
stripping and load out into haul trucks, transportation of cover soil to the various RA’s that will 
receive ET caps, placement and grading and compaction of the cover soil, excavation and 
construction of water diversion channels, seeding of the cover soil and erosion control 
application and dust control efforts performed during work activities.  



Quality assurance (QA) activities will be performed by others. 



1.2 PURPOSE 
During the RA, QC activities will involve inspections and observations of the Work as it is 
completed, and field and laboratory testing of construction materials.  A major function of QC is 
to properly and adequately document that the Work and associated QC testing is completed in 
accordance with the approved Construction Drawings and Technical Specifications. 



Procedures presented in this CQCP are intended to identify problems that may occur during 
construction and to document that these problems are corrected before accepting the 
construction. 



The QC inspection, testing and documentation described in this CQCP will be implemented by 
an independent QC firm, under subcontract to CB&I.  The QC firm will be supported by a 
number of QC Monitors necessary to implement the requirements in this CQAP and to document 
the work. 



1.3 SCOPE 
This CQCP establishes general administrative and documentation procedures that will be 
applicable for selected activities of construction.  With respect to responsibilities, personnel 
qualifications, and specific inspection and testing activities, this CQCP addresses only those 
activities associated with the earthworks.  



1.4 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
The remainder of this document consists of the following sections: 
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 Section 2.0 Project Organization– Details the organization structure for the project. 



 Section 3.0 Personnel Qualifications and Training – Presents a summary of the minimum 
qualifications and training for QC personnel. 



 Section 4.0 Definitions Related to Construction Quality Control  – Provides project 
definitions for QC.  



 Section 5.0 Applicable Organizations and Standards – Defines the applicable 
organization standards for the project as they relate to QC testing. 



 Section 6.0 Construction Activities and Submittal Requirements – Details the 
construction activities to be performed for the associated project submittal requirements 
as they pertain to QC. 



 Section 7.0 Earthworks – Defines the minimum QC testing for project earthworks. 



 Section 8.0 Construction Quality Control Documentation – Defines the minimum 
documentation requirements for QC testing. 



 Section 9.0 References  



 Attachment 1 Soil Compaction Field Form 



 Attachment 2 Record of Non-Complying Test Form 



 Attachment 3 Daily Progress Report Form 



 Attachment 4 Notice of Non-Compliance Log 



 Attachment 4 Weekly Progress Report 
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2.0 PROJECT ORGANIZATION 
This section describes the project organization for construction and associated CQC activities.  
The following subsections address the organizations involved in the construction, their respective 
roles in construction activities, and the methods of interactions between organizations.  An 
organization chart is presented in Figure 2-1 that illustrates the organizational structure 
pertaining to this CQCP. 



2.1 RESPONSIBILITY AND AUTHORITY 
The project organization consists of the CB&I who will complete the construction, FMC’s 
Construction Manager, a Design Engineer, a QA Engineer, QC Contractor and the QC 
Monitor(s) and an Idaho registered surveying company.  The responsibilities for the project and 
field team members are provided in the subsections below: 



2.1.1 CONTRACTOR 
CB&I is responsible for completing the work in accordance with the project Drawings and 
Specifications.  CB&I will be responsible for subcontracting directly a third party firm to provide 
construction quality control (CQC).  CB&I’s Project Manager will report directly to FMC’s 
Construction Manager.  CB&I’s Construction Quality Control Manager (CQCM) will report to 
the Project Manager and have direct supervision of the QC contractor and Idaho registered 
surveying company. 



2.1.2 QC CONTRACTOR 
The QC contractor shall be an independent firm under contract to CB&I that shall be responsible 
for performing inspections, testing and documentation as required by this CQCP. 



2.1.3 QC SITE MONITOR(S) 
The QC Site Monitor(s) is/are responsible for implementation of the QC testing program under 
this CQC Plan under the direction of the QC Contractor.  The QC Site Monitor(s) will have 
responsibility for QC activities related to the construction including testing and observations in 
accordance with the Drawings, Technical Specifications, and this CQCP. The QC Site 
Monitor(s) will control the day-to-day QC tasks, including communicating and coordinating 
daily field tests with CB&I, correctly completing all necessary field data sheets on a daily basis, 
photographing construction progress, keeping a field and photograph log book that describes the 
construction activities, completing and providing a daily field report to the CB&I Quality 
Control Manager (QCM), maintaining files and correspondence on a daily basis, and preparing 
any samples for shipment off site. The QC Site Monitor(s) will report to the QCM Engineer. 



2.1.4 IDAHO REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR 
The Idaho registered land surveying firm will perform all site surveying during the course of the 
project.  This will include a pre-work survey, monthly progress surveys and a post construction 











   



FMC OU Remedial Design CQCP   Revised October 2015 
 2-2  



as-built survey.  The survey firm will also assist with grade control and construction staking as 
required. 



2.1.5 CONSTRUCTION MANAGER 
The Construction Manager will be designated by FMC and will have overall responsibility for 
coordinating directly with the CB&I Project Manager and have close communication with the 
Design Engineer and the QA Engineer.  The Construction Manager directs all field activities on 
behalf of FMC and provides administrative and accounting services.  Functionally, the 
Construction Manager will be responsible for relaying any issues regarding QC to CB&I 
identified by the QA Engineer.  In addition, the QA PM will provide a monthly progress report 
to FMC, which will consider scope of work, budget, schedule, account tracking, and advice on 
the progress of the project.  Reviewing and approving invoices, as well as providing a monthly 
accrual to FMC, is also part of the Construction Manager’s responsibilities. 



2.1.6 DESIGN ENGINEER 
The Design Engineer is responsible for preparing construction drawings and technical 
specifications, addressing all constructability issues, addressing clarifications or requesting 
changes to the specifications or drawings, approving final QC submittals, and addressing 
unknown field issues.  The Design Engineer will closely monitor all construction and QC 
activities and address issues that may arise during construction. The Design Engineer will 
coordinate with the Construction Manager and have close communication with the QA Engineer 
to ensure all issues are being addressed.  Significant design changes shall be approved by the 
EPA and local governing authority.  The Design Engineer will ultimately be responsible for 
certifying that the Work has been performed in accordance with the approved plans and technical 
specifications and will be a Registered professional Engineer in the State of Idaho. 



2.1.7 QA ENGINEER 
The QA Engineer will have the overall responsibility for ensuring compliance with this CQCP 
and will work closely with the Construction Manager and the CB&I Quality Control Manager .  
The QA Engineer will be responsible for reviewing QC testing reports and documenting to the 
Construction Manager and Design Engineer that, in his opinion, the construction has been 
completed in compliance with the approved Drawings and Specifications, and any approved 
changes. The QA Engineer also has the responsibility to recommend remedial actions to the 
Construction Manager and Design Engineer, if the construction contractor is not adhering to this 
CQCP. 



2.1.8 QC TESTING LABORATORY 
The QC Contractor will provide independent testing as directed by the CB&I Quality Control 
Manager. The QC testing will be in accordance with this CQC Plan and the Technical 
Specifications. 
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2.2 PROJECT MEETINGS 
This section includes a discussion of the various progress and status meetings that will be held 
throughout the performance of the work.  The purpose of the meetings is to discuss work 
progress, planning, and other issues related to construction.  A portion of these meetings can be 
dedicated to CQC issues, as necessary, to provide an opportunity for the CQC team to express 
concerns regarding quality, to relay test results, and to provide regular communication between 
all organizations involved in the construction. 



2.2.1 PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING 
A pre-construction meeting will be scheduled prior to beginning construction.  At a minimum, 
the meeting will be attended by FMC, CB&I’s Project Manager, QC Contractor representative, 
Design Engineer, the Construction Manager, QA Engineer, and possibly the EPA.  A portion of 
the meeting will be dedicated to the discussion of QA/QC issues. These QA/QC topics will 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 



 Reviewing the responsibilities of each organization. 



 Reviewing lines of authority and communication for each organization. 



 Providing each organization with all relevant CQA and CQC documents and supporting 
information. 



 Familiarizing each organization with this CQCP and its role relative to the design criteria, 
plans, and specifications. 



 Determining any changes to this CQAP that may be needed to document that the facility 
will be constructed to meet or exceed the specified design requirements. 



 Discussing the established procedures or protocol for observations and tests, including 
sampling strategies. 



 Discussing the established procedures, or protocol, for handling construction deficiencies, 
repairs, and retests, including “stop work” conditions. 



 Reviewing methods for documenting and reporting inspection data. 



 Reviewing methods for distributing and storing documents and reports. 



 Action items, assigned actions, and minutes will be recorded and transmitted to the 
required distribution list and to meeting attendees. 



2.2.2 DAILY MEETINGS 
CB&I’s Site Supervisor or Health and Safety Manager will conduct daily pre-shift briefings at 
the work area.  The participants will include, at a minimum, the construction field personnel 
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(including subcontractors) and QC Monitor(s), and FMC’s Construction Manager.  The primary 
purpose of these meetings is to address the day’s planned activities and health and safety issues.  
Following the daily pre-shift meeting, the QC Monitor(s) will meet to discuss QC activities 
planned for that day with the Quality Control Manager and relay their needs with the 
construction personnel.  The topics typically covered include: 



 Discuss any health and safety issues. 



 Review the previous day’s activities and accomplishments. 



 Review the work location and activities for the day (plan of the day). 



 Discuss the construction subcontractor’s personnel and equipment assignments for the 
day. 



 Address scheduling of resources for upcoming work. 



 Review any new test data. 



 Discuss any potential construction problems, including unexpected subsurface conditions. 



 Discuss QC-planned activities and interface needs. 



2.2.3 WEEKLY PROGRESS MEETINGS 
Weekly meetings will be held at the site or via phone conference to discuss construction 
progress.  At a minimum, the weekly progress meetings will be attended by the CB&I’s Project 
Manager and Quality Control Manager, FMC’s Construction Manager, the QA Engineer, and the 
Quality Contractor and Surveyor as needed.  The purpose of the meeting is to accomplish the 
following: 



 Review safety incidents or safety topics 



 Review the previous week’s activities and accomplishments 



 Review planned activities for the upcoming week 



 Finalize resolution of problems from the previous week 



 Discuss the potential problems with the work planned for the upcoming week 



Minutes will be recorded by a party identified by CB&I’s Project Manager and transmitted to the 
required distribution list and meeting attendees. 
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2.2.4 PROBLEM OR WORK DEFICIENCY MEETINGS 
Meetings will be convened, as necessary, to address inspection deficiencies and 
nonconformance.  Deficiencies observed during construction by the QC Monitor(s) will be 
brought to the attention of CB&I’s Quality Control Manager and QA Engineer immediately. 
These deficiencies will be tracked in the QC Monitor’s field log book until resolved, and 
included in the daily summary report.  These documents will include the description of the 
deficiency and actions taken or to be taken to resolve the deficiency. 
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3.0 PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS AND TRAINING 
This section describes the qualifications and training required for CQC personnel. All 
documentation relating to qualifications will be maintained with the project CQC records. 



3.1 PROJECT MANAGER 
The Project Manager will have a minimum of 10 years of construction project management 
experience with large earthworks projects.   



3.2 SITE SUPERVISOR 
The Site Supervisor will have project management experience and will, at a minimum, have 15 
years of experience and will have sufficient practical, technical, and managerial experience to 
successfully support the project.  The Site Supervisor’s qualifications will be documented by 
training records and a professional resume showing significant field experience in construction 
management. 



3.3 QA ENGINEER 
The QA Engineer will have construction experience and will have sufficient practical, technical, 
and managerial experience to successfully support the QA activities discussed in the Project 
CQAP.  The QA Engineer’s qualifications will be documented by training records and a 
professional resume showing significant field experience with large earthworks construction.  



3.4 QC MONITOR(S) 
At a minimum, the QC Site Monitor(s) will have a high school diploma and at least five years of 
construction-related experience, including at least three years of experience in earthwork 
construction, or a Bachelor of Science degree from a four-year college or university, and at least 
two years of experience conducting CQC monitoring for earthwork construction.  The QC Site 
Monitor(s) must be capable of performing work with little or no daily supervision. Qualifications 
of the QC Monitor(s) shall be documented by training records and professional resumes and shall 
be reviewed by the Certifying Engineer.  



3.5 QC TESTING LABORATORY 
The QC testing laboratory will be selected by CB&I and will provide conformance testing 
required by this CQC Plan, as requested by the Construction Quality Control Manager.  The QC 
testing laboratory will be a third-party, independent testing laboratory, unaffiliated with the 
Design Engineer, materials supplier or manufacturer, or CB&I. 



3.6 SURVEYOR  
All surveyors performed as part of this CQAP shall be performed or approved by a Idaho 
licensed registered land surveyor, subcontracted to the Contractor and approved by the CQA 
Engineer.  
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4.0 DEFINITIONS RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION QUALITY 
CONTROL 
4.1 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONSTRUCTION QUALITY 



CONTROL 
Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) — A planned and systematic pattern of the means and 
actions designed to provide adequate confidence that items or services meet contractual and 
regulatory requirements, and will perform satisfactorily in service. 



Construction Quality Control (CQC) — Those actions that provide a means to measure and 
control the characteristics of an item or service to meet contractual and regulatory requirements. 



4.2 USE OF THE TERMS IN THIS CQC PLAN 
The definitions used in the context of this CQC Plan are provided below:  



 CQA refers to means and actions employed by the QA Engineer to assure conformity 
with this CQCP, the Technical Specifications, and the Construction Drawings.  CQA is 
provided by a party independent from the product manufacturer and CB&I. 



 CQC refers to those actions taken by CB&I, manufacturers, suppliers, or construction 
subcontractors, including their designated representatives, to ensure that the materials and 
the workmanship meet the requirements of the Technical Specifications and the 
Construction Drawings.   



  











   



FMC OU Remedial Design CQCP   Revised October 2015 
 5-2  



5.0 APPLICABLE ORGANIZATIONS AND STANDARDS 
5.1 APPLICABLE ORGANIZATIONS 
Organizations whose standards are referenced in this CQCP include: 



 ASTM—American Society for Testing and Materials 



 OSHA—Occupational Safety and Health Administration 



 EPA—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 



5.2 APPLICABLE STANDARDS 
Any reference to the standards of any society, institute, association, or governmental agency will 
pertain to the edition in effect as of the date of this CQCP, unless stated otherwise.  Specific test 
standards for tests cited in this CQCP are provided in the Technical Specifications.
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6.0 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND SUBMITTAL 
REQUIREMENTS 
6.1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 
This section describes the construction activities and submittal requirements that will be 
performed by CB&I’s during the earthworks.  This CQCP addresses the following activities of 
construction: 



 Clearing and grubbing,  



 Sitewide Grading 



 Seeding (RA-J only) 



 Cover soil conditioning, load out, transportation, placement, grading and compaction 



 Haul road and existing asphalt road improvements/repairs 



 Water diversion channel excavation and construction 



 Seeding of the cover soil cap and application of erosion control medium 



Prior to the start of construction activities, the QC Monitor(s) will review and become familiar 
with the Construction Drawings and Technical Specifications.  The QC Monitor(s) should also 
be familiar with the most recent construction schedule so that adequate resources (i.e., 
laboratory, field testing equipment, staff, and QC forms) including contingencies (e.g., backup 
equipment, alternate laboratory, and alternate QC staff) for CQC activities will be commensurate 
with the anticipated construction productivity and work schedule.  All necessary measures 
should be taken to avoid delaying construction activities and the completion of the Work. 



6.2 SUBMITTAL AND ACCEPTANCE REQUIREMENTS 
The following section details the submittals required to start the work, and the sequencing 
protocol between the CB&I, QA Engineer, and the Construction Manager for releasing finished 
portions of the work. 



6.2.1 EARTHWORK 
CB&I will provide the submittals required by this section to the QA Engineer in accordance with 
the Drawings and Specifications.  When an area of the work site has been completed to the 
satisfaction of the Contractor, he/she will mark the area and communicate with the QC Engineer 
that the area has been released for final QA approval.  Once the QC testing has been performed 
in accordance with this CQCP, the QA Engineer will communicate, in writing, to the 
Construction Manager that the area marked by CB&I meets all requirements set forth within the 
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Drawings and Specifications.  Approval from the FMC Construction Manager must be obtained, 
in writing, prior to CB&I being able to perform subsequent tasks in the QA approved area.
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7.0 EARTHWORK 
7.1 CONSTRUCTION TESTING 
Construction material testing will be performed by the QC Monitor(s) on all  in-place materials.  
A summary of the construction testing and frequencies is provided in Table 7.1 for the fill 
materials.  Construction material properties of all in-place materials will have to meet the 
requirements of the technical specifications prior to use. 



7.2 PREPARED SUBGRADE 
 
The QC Monitor(s) will verify and document that the prepared subgrade is constructed to the 
elevations and grades shown in the Construction Drawings, with subgrade meeting the 
requirements of the Technical Specifications, as determined by the test methods and frequencies 
specified within this CQCP. 



Upon completion of the subgrade preparation, the QC Monitor(s) will perform the following 
tasks: 



 Observe that the surface of the subgrade is free of debris, wet and soft areas, ponded 
water, vegetation, mud, ice, or frozen material. 



 Verify that the prepared subgrade material meets the requirements of the Technical 
Specifications, as determined by the QC testing methods and frequency provided in Table 
7.1. 



The QC Monitor(s) will observe any excavation and backfilling operations. 



7.2.1 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY CONTROL EVALUATION 
The frequency of soils testing for CQC purposes will conform to the minimum frequencies 
presented in Table 7.1 for prepared subgrade.  Material properties will be determined from 
samples collected from selected subgrade areas. 



7.3 FILL PLACEMENT 
This section addresses the earthwork components of the Work and specifies the earthwork QC 
testing program to be implemented with regard to materials selection and evaluation, laboratory 
test requirements, field test requirements, and corrective action requirements.   



7.3.1 FILL PLACEMENT AND COMPACTION 
The Technical Specifications will be followed during the placement and compaction of the fill 
materials.  The QC Monitor(s) will observe the fill placement and compaction to verify and 
document the following: 
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General Slag Fill shall be placed in 18-inch loose lifts. The slag shall be spread with a dozer. 
After placement, the slag shall be compacted with a smooth steel wheel vibratory roller in 
accordance with the following procedures.  Following the placement of each lift, the coarse slag 
layer shall be compacted with a smooth wheel vibratory roller having a minimum static weight 
of 12 tons. CB&I will perform 3 passes of the vibratory roller per lift.   



Screened fill shall be placed and compacted in a single lift to achieve one compacted lift 
thickness of 12-inches. The screened fill shall receive 3 passes of a smooth steel wheel vibratory 
roller with a static weight of 5 tons with the exception of the screened fill to be placed in the car 
dumper.  The screened fill lifts in the car dumper will be bucket tamped. 



Capillary break fill shall be placed and compacted in a single compacted lift of 12-inches. The 
surface shall receive three passes of a smooth wheeled vibratory roller with a minimum static 
weight of 5 tons. 



Cover soil/Top soil shall be placed and compacted in 2 compacted lifts of 15-inches. The 
surface shall receive five passes with a D6 dozer during placement.  Each installed lift will then 
receive one vibratory pass with a sheepsfoot compactor and two passes with a static sheepsfoot 
compactor.  



Construction 



 The material being placed meets the Technical Specifications requirements for fill 
materials, as determined by the test methods and frequencies specified in Table 7.1.  



 The placement surface has been prepared as specified in the Technical Specifications. 



 The compacted lift thickness is in accordance with the requirements of the Technical 
Specifications. 



 Compaction testing will be performed on the installed lifts in accordance with Table 7.2. 



 The geometry of the Work conforms to the Technical Specifications. 



7.4 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY CONTROL EVALUATION 
The frequency of material testing for CQC purposes will conform to the minimum frequencies 
presented in Table 7.1, for embankment fill.  Material properties will be determined from 
samples collected either immediately after placement or from stockpiles.  



Surveys will be performed by, or under the direction of, a Professional Land Surveyor registered 
in the State of Idaho contracted directly through CB&I.  The surveyor will survey the elevations 
and grades of the fill layers (where applicable) including, but not limited to, those listed below: 
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 Preconstruction surface (prior to beginning of construction) 



 Top of General Slag Fill 



 Top of screened slag fill 



 Top of capillary break 



 Top of cover soil/topsoil 



The results of the survey will be compiled in a report signed by the surveyor and submitted to the 
QA Engineer for review.  The QA Engineer will then provide guidance to the Design Engineer 
on whether the Work has been completed in accordance with the Drawings and Technical 
specifications.  The surveyor will be required to survey each material layer in accordance with 
the requirements of this CQAP.  A Record Drawing will be submitted to the Design Engineer for 
each area of Work as the construction progresses and will form a component for progress 
payments.  



Table 7.1. Minimum Frequency of Testing for CQC Evaluation of Capillary Break and 
Screened Slag 



Test Frequency  Standard Test Method 
Testing During Construction 
   
Sieve analysis 
 
 
 



1 per 7,000 yd3 
(minimum 1 per day or source type) 



ASTM D422 
 



   
 
General Slag Fill: Material shall be 12” minus. 
 
Screened Fill: Material shall be crushed and screened slag or a clean, durable graded sand and gravel and 
shall conform to the following gradation limits when tested in accordance with ASTM D 422: 
 



U.S. Standard Sieve Size % Passing Coarse Range % Passing Fine Range 
3-inch 100 100 
2-inch 100 100 
1-inch 90 100 



3/4-inch 55 100 
3/8-inch 35 95 



No. 4 15 50 
No. 10 8 30 
No. 20 5 10 



No. 200 0 5 
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Capillary Break: Material shall be generated on-site by screening of slag or obtain off-site and shall 
conform to the following gradation limits when tested in accordance with ASTM D422: 
 



U.S. Standard Sieve Size % Passing Coarse Range % Passing Fine Range 
1-1/2-inch 100 100 
3/4-inch 90 100 



No. 4 70 100 
No. 10 55 100 
No. 20 30 75 
No. 60 0 40 



No. 140 0 15 
No. 200 0 5 



 



Table 7.2. Minimum Frequency of Testing for CQC Evaluation of Cover Soil 



Test Frequency  Standard Test Method 
Testing During Construction 
   
Standard Proctor 
 
One point Proctor 
 
Sieve analysis 
 
Atterberg limits 
 
In-Place Testing 
 
In-place wet unit weight 
 
 
 
In-place density (sand cone) 
In-place moisture content 
 
 
 
Standard count calibration 
 
 
 
 



1 per change in material 
 
1 per 5,000 yd3 



(minimum 1 per source or soil type) 
1 per 5,000 yd3 
(minimum 1 per day or source type) 
1 per 5,000 yd3 
(minimum 1 per day or source type) 
 
 
3 per acre per lift 
(minimum 2 tests per shift during placement of 
material) 
 
1 per 20 nuclear tests 
3 per acre per lift 
(minimum 2 tests per shift during placement of 
material) 
 
1 per day of fill placement 
(or for every 20 field tests whichever is more 
often) 
  
 



ASTM 698 
 



AASHTO T 272 
 



ASTM D422 
 



ASTM D4318 
 
 
 



ASTM D6938 
 
 
 



ASTM D1556 
ASTM D6938 



 
 
 



ASTM D6938 
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Cover soil and Top soil: Material shall be excavated from the western borrow area and shall conform to 
the following gradation limits when tested in accordance with ASTM D422: 
 



U.S. Standard Sieve Size % Passing Coarse Range % Passing Fine Range 
1-1/2-inch 100 100 
3/4-inch 95 100 
3/8-inch 95 100 



No. 4 95 100 
No. 10 95 100 
No. 20 95 100 
No. 40 90 100 
No. 60 90 100 



No. 100 90 100 
No. 140 85 100 
No. 200 80 100 



7.5 SEEDING 
The QC Monitor(s) will ensure that all seed and seed mixtures are delivered in sealed containers.  
Wet, moldy, or otherwise damaged seed or packages will be rejected.  Upon delivery, seeds will 
be stored in a cool, dry, weather proof, and rodent free location in a manner that protects the seed 
from deterioration and allows access for routine inspection.  Containers from seed vendors will 
be required to be labeled with the following information: 



 Seed mixture name, 



 Lot number, 



 Total net weight and PLS weight of each seed type, 



 Percentage of purity and germination, 



 Seed coverage (in acres) on a PLS basis, 



 Percentage of maximum weed seed content. 



Seeds will be tested according to the Association of Official Seed Analysts, International Seed 
Association, and the Federal Seed Act standards.  A certificate of analysis for seed testing within 
six months of date of delivery will be required to accompany the seed. The certificate will 
include the following information: 



 Name and address of the laboratory, 



 Date of test, 



 Lot number of each seed type, and 



 Results of seed tests. 
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The certification will include the results of the following seed tests: 



 Purity and germination:  Seeds stored for over six months from the date of the original 
acceptance test will be retested, and results will be resubmitted for inspection. 



 Prohibited noxious weed seed:  Seed should not contain any federal or state-listed 
noxious weed seed as determined by a standard purity test. 



 Restricted noxious weed seed:  Seed should contain no more than 40 seeds per pound of 
any single species, or 150 seeds per pound of all species combined of restricted noxious 
weed seed. 



 Weed seed:  Seed should contain no more than 1% by weight of weed seed of other crops 
and plant species as determined by standard purity test. 



To increase the probability of a successful seeding operation, seeding will only be performed 
during early spring (mid-March to mid-April) or early fall (mid-October to mid-November) 
when environmental conditions are most favorable for seed germination.  Seeding operations 
will be discontinued when excessively dry or wet conditions persist, or other unfavorable 
conditions exist. 
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8.0 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY CONTROL DOCUMENTATION 
8.1 DOCUMENTATION 
A major function of CQC is to ensure that the Work has been properly and adequately document 
in accordance with the Contract Documents.  This section describes the minimum required 
documentation.  The QA Engineer may recommend to the QCM  additional documentation for 
performing CQC tasks that are for certification.  The QC Monitor(s) will prepare forms, field 
data sheets, sample labeling schemes, and chain-of-custody procedures.  



8.1.1 QA/QC TESTING DOCUMENTATION 
The collection of all samples and performance of all tests for QA and QC will be documented on 
field forms by the QA Engineer or CQM/QC Monitor(s), respectively.  Below is a list of 
example field forms that will be required to be filled out by the QC Monitor(s) during 
construction: 



 Compaction Testing Form (Attachment 1) 



 Record of Non-Complying Tests (Attachment 2) 



Additional forms will need to be developed by the QCM or QC Contractor to ensure proper 
documentation of the QC testing program contained in this CQAP. 



8.1.2 DAILY REPORTS 
Daily reports will be completed by the QC Monitor(s).  All CQC personnel will be assigned field 
books, which will be labeled with a unique number.  Each QC Monitor will record all field 
observations and the results of field tests either in their assigned field book or on field data 
sheets.  When not in use, all field books will be left in the field records file.  After each book is 
filled (or at the end of the project), the field book will be returned to the Project Manager and 
routed to the project files. 



Each page of the field book will be numbered, dated, and initialed by the QC Monitor(s).  At the 
start of a new work shift, the QC Monitor(s) will list the following information at the top of the 
page: 



 Job name 



 Job number 



 Date 



 Name 



 Weather conditions 
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 Page number (if pages are not pre-numbered). 



The remaining individual entries will be prefaced by an indication of the time at which they 
occurred.  If the results of test data are being recorded on separate sheets, it will be noted in the 
field book.  Entries in the field book will include, but not be limited to, the following 
information: 



 Reports on any meetings held and their results. 



 Equipment and personnel being used in each location, including construction 
subcontractors. 



 Descriptions of areas being observed and documented. 



 Descriptions of materials delivered to the site, including any quality verification (vendor 
certification) documentation. 



 Descriptions of materials incorporated into construction. 



 Calibrations, or recalibrations, of test equipment, including actions taken as a result of 
recalibration. 



 Decisions made regarding use of material and/or corrective actions to be taken in 
instances of substandard quality. 



 Unique identifying sheet numbers of inspection data sheets and/or problem reporting and 
corrective measures reports used to substantiate the decisions described in the preceding 
item. 



At the end of each day, the field QC Monitor(s) will summarize the day’s activities on a Daily 
Field Monitoring Report (Field Report) provided as Attachment 3.  The Field Report will include 
a brief summary of the day’s activities and highlight any unresolved issues that must be 
addressed by the CQM or QA Engineer or by the QC Monitor(s) the following day. The daily 
field monitoring report will be filled out in triplicate or photo copied.  The QC Monitor(s) will 
attach a copy of the field book notes for that day to each copy of the Field Report.  The three 
copies will be distributed as follows: 



 Original will be filed in the field office. 



 One copy will be transmitted to the QA Engineer. 



 One copy will be transmitted to the Construction Quality Manager. 
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8.1.3 INSPECTION DATA SHEETS 
8.1.3.1 Three Phase Inspection Process 



CB&I and/or the sub-contracted QC firm will implement the three phase inspection process for 
the definable features of work.  The first phase is a Preparatory Inspection.  A Preparatory 
Inspection will be performed prior to the start of a definable feature of work where the applicable 
specifications, drawings, sampling activities and quality control requirements (and all other 
pertinent information) will be communicated to all personnel involved in the construction of the 
definable feature.  The acceptable quality of work will be discussed at this time.  The preparatory 
inspection will be documented and will include the definable feature name and location, the 
specifications that are applicable, drawings that were reviewed, any QC requirements that will be 
performed during the work (tests and frequencies etc.) and all other pertinent information. 



The Initial Inspection will be conducted when the construction of the definable feature begins 
and the construction will be observed by QC personnel to ensure adherence to the applicable 
specifications, drawings and quality control requirements.  The acceptable quality of work will 
be established at this time.  The Initial Inspection will also be documented and will include the 
definable feature name and location, acceptable work and unacceptable work observed.  If 
unacceptable work is observed the QC personnel is required to notify the CB&I Project or Site 
Manager and if necessary another Preparatory Inspection will be performed. 



The third phase is the Follow-Up Inspection.  The Follow-Up Inspections will be conducted 
periodically during the activities involved with the definable feature of work.  These inspections 
will ensure the acceptable quality of work is continuing to be achieved. The Follow-Up 
Inspection will also be documented and will include the definable feature name and location, 
acceptable work and unacceptable work observed.  If unacceptable work is observed the QC 
personnel is required to notify the CB&I Project or Site Manager and if necessary another 
Preparatory Inspection will be performed. 



A Final Inspection will be conducted when the construction of the definable feature of work has 
been completed to the acceptable quality to document the completion of the definable feature.  
The Final Inspections will also be documented and will include the definable feature name and 
location and all QC data (test results, sample results, photos etc.) associated with the definable 
feature. 



8.1.3.2 Field and Laboratory Test Data 



All observed field and laboratory test data will be recorded on an Inspection Data Sheet and 
stored in the project file.  At a minimum, each Inspection Data Sheet will include the following 
information: 



 Unique identifying sheet number for cross-referencing and document control. 
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 Description of the inspection activity. 



 If appropriate, location of the inspection activity or location from which the sample was 
obtained. 



 Type of inspection activity and/or procedure used (reference to standard method when 
appropriate). 



 Any recorded observation or test data, with all necessary calculations. 



 Results of the inspection activity and comparison with specification requirements. 



 Identification of any personnel involved in the inspection activity. 



 Signature of the individual(s) performing the CQC activity. 



8.1.4 RECORD DRAWING MAINTENANCE 
 
CB&I and the subcontracted Professional Surveyor will maintain a complete set of Construction 
Drawings labeled “Red-Line” as-built drawings.  At the completion of the project, the as-built 
drawings will be submitted to the Design Engineer.  The Design Engineer will review the 
completed set of as-built drawings and certify the drawing set as the Record Drawings. 



8.1.5 NONCONFORMANCE REPORTING 
A nonconformance is considered to be a deficiency in characteristics, documentation, or 
procedures that renders the quality of an item or activity unacceptable or indeterminate.  If a 
deficiency cannot be repaired or replaced to the satisfaction of the QA Engineer within the 
guidelines established by this CQC Plan, then such a deficiency will be considered a 
nonconformance and will be documented in a nonconformance form (Attachment 4).  The 
nonconformance will be referred to the Project Manager for disposition and initiation of a 
corrective action process.  All situations will be brought to the attention of the Project Manager, 
Design Engineer, Construction Quality Control Manager, and the QA Engineer for concurrence.  
All documentation relating to these situations will be retained in the project QA records. A 
deficiency that is discovered during the work that has a process already established to correct the 
deficiency (i.e., failed compaction test) will be tracked by the QC Monitor(s) until it is corrected.  
A nonconformance report is not required in these cases. 



8.1.6 PROGRESS REPORTS 
CB&I’s Quality Control Manager (or his designee) will prepare a progress report each week, or 
at time intervals established at the Pre-construction Meeting.  At a minimum, this report will 
include the following information: 



 A unique identifying sheet number for cross-referencing and document control. 
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 The date, project name, location, and other information. 



 A summary of work activities accomplished during the progress reporting period. 



 Identification of areas or items inspected and/or tested during the reporting period that is 
addressed by the report. 



 A summary of the quality characteristics being evaluated, with appropriate cross-
references to specifications and/or drawings. 



 References to the specifications or drawings defining the acceptance criteria for each 
inspected characteristic. 



 A summary of inspection and test results, failures, and retests. 



 A summary of construction situations, deficiencies, and/or defects occurring during the 
progress reporting period. 



 A summary of other problem resolutions and dispositions. 



A sample of the Weekly Progress Report from is provided in Attachment 5.  The progress report 
will be submitted to the Construction Manager no more than two days after the last reporting day 
in the progress reporting period. 



8.1.7 FINAL DOCUMENTATION 
All daily inspection summary reports, inspection sheets, problem identification and corrective 
measures reports, acceptance reports, photographic records, progress reports, drawings, drawing 
revisions, and other pertinent documentation will be retained as permanent project QA records.  
At the completion of the project, a final CQC report that incorporates all such information, along 
with as-built drawings, will be prepared by the CQC team and submitted to FMC and EPA.  The 
report will include documentation of each construction component monitored by CQC personnel 
and will be signed, stamped, and certified by the Design Engineer. 



The Design Engineer will coordinate the completion of the as-built record drawings, which will 
be generated by a land surveyor licensed in the State of Idaho.  The as-built records will include 
scale drawings depicting depths, plan dimensions, elevations, and fill thicknesses.  The final as-
builts drawings will be submitted to CB&I’s Project Manager for approval and forwarded to the 
agencies for approval.  



8.1.8 STORAGE OF RECORDS 
During the construction, the QC Monitor(s) will be responsible for all CQC documents.  This 
includes: the QC Monitor’s copy of the design criteria, plans, procedures, and specifications; the 
CQA Plan; and the originals of all the data sheets and reports.  The field records will be kept in 
metal cabinets, or on metal shelving, within a facility protected by a fire alarm.  At the 
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completion of the project, all completed documents will be routed to the QA Engineer including 
all the original field books, maintenance of a records index, access control, and duplicate records 
requirements.  One copy of the final CQC Report and drawings will be retained on-site as part of 
the Operating Record. 



8.1.9 STORAGE OF ARCHIVE CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL SAMPLES 
The QC Monitor(s) will be responsible for storing construction material samples collected during 
the duration of the project.  All samples will be stored neatly in a cool, dry location as approved 
by the QA Engineer.  The QCM will coordinate with the QA Engineer to determine which 
samples will be archived at the project completion. 
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9.0 REFERENCES 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM).  1997.  1997 Annual Book of ASTM 



Standards, Volume 4.08: Soil and Rock (I).  American Society for Testing and Materials, 
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(Cite ASTM, ACI, ANSI, AWS, etc., as 
applicable) 



Quantity 
Involved 



Action Taken 











Attachment 3 
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Inspector's Daily Report 



of Work Progress 
Date 



For submittal to Resident Project Rep. to compile Daily Construction Report Day S M T W Th F S 
Project Title Weather Brite Clear Over Rain Snow 



Project No. Sun cast 
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CB&I's Work Force (Indicate classifications, including subcontractor personnel) 



Equipment in Use or Idled (Identify which) 



Materials or Equipment Delivered 



Non-Conforming Materials or Work (Describe reason for non-conformance) 



Field Problems (Which could result in delay or claim) 



Quantities of Pay Items Placed 



Summary of Construction Activities 



Follow-up Inspections of Previously Reported Deficiencies 



Distribution: 1. Field Office
2. Inspector



Inspector 



CM 403 (Revised 9/16/02)











Attachment 4 



Notice of Non-Compliance Log 











        Attachment 4 
Notice of Non-Compliance Log 



Project Owner 



Job No. Contractor 



Date 
Issued 



Description Date 
Res 



Resolution 



Page of 



CM 418 (Revised 9/16/02)











Attachment 5 



Weekly Progress Report 











Attachment 5 
Inspector's Weekly 



Progress Report 



Week Ending No. 



Project Job No. 



Owner 



Contractor 



Summary of Construction Activities: 



Remarks: 



Signed 








			1.0 GENERAL 1-1


			2.0 PROJECT ORGANIZATION 2-1


			3.0 PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS AND TRAINING 3-1


			4.0 DEFINITIONS RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE 4-1


			5.0 APPLICABLE ORGANIZATIONS AND STANDARDS 5-2


			6.0 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 6-1


			7.0 EARTHWORK 7-1


			8.0 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE DOCUMENTATION 8-1


			9.0 REFERENCES 9-1


			Attachment 1 Soil Compaction Field Form


			Attachment 2 Record of Non-Complying Test Form


			Attachment 3 Daily Progress Report Form


			Attachment 4 Notice of Non-Compliance Log


			Attachment 4 Weekly Progress Report


			(Tables embedded in text)


			Table 7.1 Minimum Frequency of Testing for CQC Evaluation of Prepared Subgrade


			AB aggregate base


			ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials


			CQA construction quality assurance


			CQAP Construction Quality Assurance Plan


			CQC construction quality control


			CQM Construction Quality Manager


			EP exploration and production


			EPA Environmental Protection Agency


			HASP Health and Safety Plan


			IDEQ Idaho Department of Environmental Quality


			OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration


			OU operable unit


			PM project manager


			QA quality assurance


			QC quality control


			RA remedial area/remedial action


			RD remedial design





			1.0 GENERAL


			1.1 Introduction


			1.2 Purpose


			1.3 Scope


			1.4 Document Organization





			2.0 PROJECT ORGANIZATION


			2.1 Responsibility and Authority


			2.1.1 Contractor


			2.1.2 QC Contractor


			2.1.3 QC Site Monitor(s)


			2.1.4 Idaho Registered Land Surveyor


			2.1.5 Construction Manager


			2.1.6 Design Engineer


			2.1.7 QA Engineer


			2.1.8 QC Testing Laboratory





			2.2 Project Meetings


			2.2.1 Pre-Construction Meeting


			2.2.2 Daily Meetings


			2.2.3 Weekly Progress Meetings


			2.2.4 Problem or Work Deficiency Meetings








			3.0 PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS AND TRAINING


			3.1 project Manager


			3.2 SITE SUPERVISOR


			3.3 QA Engineer


			3.4 QC Monitor(s)


			3.5 QC Testing Laboratory


			3.6 Surveyor





			4.0 DEFINITIONS RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION QUALITY Control


			4.1 Construction Quality Assurance and Construction Quality Control


			4.2 Use of the Terms in This CQC Plan





			5.0 APPLICABLE ORGANIZATIONS AND STANDARDS


			5.1 Applicable Organizations


			5.2 Applicable Standards





			6.0 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS


			6.1 Construction Activities


			6.2 Submittal and Acceptance Requirements


			6.2.1 Earthwork








			7.0 EARTHWORK


			7.1 Construction Testing


			7.2 Prepared Subgrade


			7.2.1 Construction Quality CONTROL Evaluation





			7.3 Fill placement


			7.3.1 Fill Placement and Compaction





			7.4 Construction Quality control Evaluation


			7.5 Seeding





			8.0 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY control DOCUMENTATION


			8.1 DOCUMENTATION


			8.1.1 QA/QC Testing Documentation


			8.1.2 Daily Reports


			8.1.3 Inspection Data Sheets


			8.1.3.1 Three Phase Inspection Process


			8.1.3.2 Field and Laboratory Test Data





			8.1.4 Record Drawing Maintenance


			8.1.5 Nonconformance Reporting


			8.1.6 Progress Reports


			8.1.7 Final Documentation


			8.1.8 Storage of Records


			8.1.9 Storage of Archive Construction Material Samples








			9.0 REFERENCES


			012C - Transmittal Sheet.pdf


			TRANSMITTAL COVER LETTER





			ADP6205.tmp


			36T1.036T 36TGENERAL36T 1-1


			36T2.036T 36TPROJECT ORGANIZATION36T 2-1


			36T3.036T 36TPERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS AND TRAINING36T 3-1


			36T4.036T 36TDEFINITIONS RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE36T 4-1


			36T5.036T 36TAPPLICABLE ORGANIZATIONS AND STANDARDS36T 5-2


			36T6.036T 36TCONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS36T 6-1


			36T7.036T 36TEARTHWORK36T 7-1


			36T8.036T 36TCONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE DOCUMENTATION36T 8-1


			36T9.036T 36TREFERENCES36T 9-1


			Attachment 1 Soil Compaction Field Form


			Attachment 2 Record of Non-Complying Test Form


			Attachment 3 Daily Progress Report Form


			Attachment 4 Notice of Non-Compliance Log


			Attachment 4 Weekly Progress Report


			(Tables embedded in text)


			Table 7.1 Minimum Frequency of Testing for CQC Evaluation of Prepared Subgrade


			AB aggregate base


			ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials


			CQA construction quality assurance


			CQAP Construction Quality Assurance Plan


			CQC construction quality control


			CQM Construction Quality Manager


			EP exploration and production


			EPA Environmental Protection Agency


			HASP Health and Safety Plan


			IDEQ Idaho Department of Environmental Quality


			OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration


			OU operable unit


			PM project manager


			QA quality assurance


			QC quality control


			RA remedial area/remedial action


			RD remedial design





			1.0 GENERAL


			1.1 Introduction


			1.2 Purpose


			1.3 Scope


			1.4 Document Organization





			2.0 PROJECT ORGANIZATION


			2.1 Responsibility and Authority


			2.1.1 Contractor


			2.1.2 QC Contractor


			2.1.3 QC Site Monitor(s)


			2.1.4 Idaho Registered Land Surveyor


			2.1.5 Construction Manager


			2.1.6 Design Engineer


			2.1.7 QA Engineer


			2.1.8 QC Testing Laboratory





			2.2 Project Meetings


			2.2.1 Pre-Construction Meeting


			2.2.2 Daily Meetings


			2.2.3 Weekly Progress Meetings


			2.2.4 Problem or Work Deficiency Meetings








			3.0 PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS AND TRAINING


			3.1 project Manager


			3.2 SITE SUPERVISOR


			3.3 QA Engineer


			3.4 QC Monitor(s)


			3.5 QC Testing Laboratory


			3.6 Surveyor





			4.0 DEFINITIONS RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION QUALITY Control


			4.1 Construction Quality Assurance and Construction Quality Control


			4.2 Use of the Terms in This CQC Plan





			5.0 APPLICABLE ORGANIZATIONS AND STANDARDS


			5.1 Applicable Organizations


			5.2 Applicable Standards





			6.0 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS


			6.1 Construction Activities


			6.2 Submittal and Acceptance Requirements


			6.2.1 Earthwork








			7.0 EARTHWORK


			7.1 Construction Testing


			7.2 Prepared Subgrade


			7.2.1 Construction Quality CONTROL Evaluation





			7.3 Fill placement


			7.3.1 Fill Placement and Compaction





			7.4 Construction Quality control Evaluation


			7.5 Seeding





			8.0 CONSTRUCTION QUALITY control DOCUMENTATION


			8.1 DOCUMENTATION


			8.1.1 QA/QC Testing Documentation


			8.1.2 Daily Reports


			8.1.3 Inspection Data Sheets


			8.1.3.1 Three Phase Inspection Process


			8.1.3.2 Field and Laboratory Test Data





			8.1.4 Record Drawing Maintenance


			8.1.5 Nonconformance Reporting


			8.1.6 Progress Reports


			8.1.7 Final Documentation


			8.1.8 Storage of Records


			8.1.9 Storage of Archive Construction Material Samples








			9.0 REFERENCES





			ADP4256.tmp


			TRANSMITTAL COVER LETTER



















FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A Page 1 



FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading 
and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan 



• FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Remedial
Action Activities



• Pocatello, Idaho



July 16, 2014 
Revised October 1, 2015 
Prepared for: 
FMC Corporation 



Prepared by: 



CB&I 
6830 S. Fiddler’s Green Circle, Suite 310 
Greenwood Village, CO 80111 





hartmanrj


Highlight











FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A  Page 2 
 



 
 
 
 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................................. 5 
 



1.1 PROJECT LOCATION ........................................................................................................ 5 
 
1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION .................................................................................................. 5 
 



2.0 GENERAL SCOPE .......................................................................................................................... 6 
 
 2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS SURVEY .................................................................................... 6 
 
 2.2 PRE-EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES ........................................................................................ 6 
  2.2.1 Mobilization ............................................................................................................ 6 
  2.2.2 Permits ................................................................................................................... 7 
  2.2.3 E&S Controls .......................................................................................................... 8 
  2.2.3.1 Seeding of the ET Caps ......................................................................................... 8 
  2.2.3.2 Erosion Control Blanket ......................................................................................... 8 
  2.2.4 Clearing and Grubbing ........................................................................................... 8 
  2.2.5 Haul Road Preparation for Capping Task .............................................................. 8 
 
   
 2.3 SITE CLEARANCE ACTIVITES ......................................................................................... 8 
  2.3.1 Removal of Bollards at Car Dumper ...................................................................... 8 
  2.3.2 Removal Car Dumper ............................................................................................ 8 
  2.3.3 Removal of Grizzly near Car Dumper .................................................................... 9 
  2.3.4 Removal of Railroad Tracks and Switches and Installation of Dead Men at 
   Track Terminus East of FMC Rail Cars ................................................................. 9 
  2.3.5 Removal of Coke unloading RR Tracks from approximately the Old Nodule  
   Dust Silo Foundation to the East Extent of Tracks ................................................ 9   
  2.3.6 Backfilling of IWW Pipe Inlet .................................................................................. 9 
  2.3.7 Removal of Trees along Former IWW Ditch .......................................................... 9 
  2.3.8 Removal of Nodule Stockpile Foundation .............................................................. 9 
  2.3.9 Removal of Kiln Foundations ............................................................................... 10 
  2.3.10 Removal of Chlorinator Shack ............................................................................. 10 
  2.3.11 Plug and Backfill Inlets to Stormwater Piping ...................................................... 10 
  2.3.12 Removal of Sections of Coke unloading RR within RA-C/B Easterly to about  
   the East end of the Former Lab Building ............................................................. 10 
  2.3.13 Backfilling of Former Storage Pad and Containment ........................................... 10 
  2.3.14 Removal of Southern Ends of BAPCO Rail Spurs ............................................... 10 
  2.3.15 Removal of Rail Tracks, Truncate Track North of RA-A/RA-C Boundary and Install Dead Men at 



Track Terminus .................................................................................................... 10 
  2.3.16 Removal of Box Culvert and Slag Bridge North of RA-D (North) ........................ 11 
 
 2.4 MONITORING WELL ABANDONMENT ........................................................................... 11 
  2.4.1 Abandonment of Former RCRA Wells in RA-C/D ................................................ 11 
  2.4.2 Abandonment of Former CERCLA Wells in RA-C/D ........................................... 11 
  2.4.3 Abandonment of Former CERCLA Wells in RA-A ............................................... 11 
 
 2.5 INTEGRATION OF RCRA MONITORING SYSTEMS ..................................................... 11 
  2.5.1 Raising of RCRA Wells ........................................................................................ 11 
  2.5.2 Raising of RCRA Slag Pit Wells ........................................................................... 11 
  2.5.3 Raising of CERCLA Wells in RA-C ...................................................................... 12 
  2.5.4 Raising of CERCLA Wells in RA-E/G .................................................................. 12 











FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A  Page 3 
 



  2.5.5 Raising of Pond 8S ET Sump LS-01 .................................................................... 12 
  2.5.6 Raising of Pond 8E LACERS Sump .................................................................... 12 
  2.5.7 Raising of Phase IV Ponds ET Sumps ................................................................ 12 
  2.5.8 Raising of Pond 15S LCDRS Sumps ................................................................... 12 
  2.5.9 Storm Sewer Cleaning, Abandonment, and Video Survey .................................. 12 
 
 2.6 EARTHWORK ................................................................................................................... 12 
  2.6.1 Excavate and Transport between Work Locations .............................................. 12 
  2.6.2 Excavate and Transport within Work Location .................................................... 13 
  2.6.3 Excavate and Grade within Work Location .......................................................... 13   
  2.6.4 Process Soil ......................................................................................................... 14 
  2.6.5 Load, Transport and Place Processed Soil ......................................................... 14 
  2.6.6 General Sequence ............................................................................................... 14 
  2.6.7 Cover Soil Preparation ......................................................................................... 15 
  2.6.8 Cover Soil Excavation .......................................................................................... 15 
  2.6.9 Cover Soil Transportation .................................................................................... 15 
 
 2.7 EARTHWORK AREA BREAKDOWN ............................................................................... 15 



2.7.1 Grading of RA-H West  ........................................................................................ 16 
2.7.2 Grading of RA-H East .......................................................................... 16 



  2.7.3 Grading of RA-E South ........................................................................................ 16   
  2.7.4 Grading of RA-G South 1 & 2 & Excavation of Pond 5 ........................................ 16 
  2.7.5 Grading of RA-D West, Excavation of RA-A Ramp & Excavation of Pond 1....... 16 
  2.7.6 Grading of RA-D North & Excavation of Pond 2 .................................................. 17 
  2.7.7 Grading of RA-D East, Excavation of RA-F-3 & Excavation of Pond 7 ............... 17 
  2.7.8 Grading of RA-C, Excavation of Pond 5 & Excavation of Pond 4 ........................ 17 
  2.7.9 Grading of RA-B, Excavation of RA-G North & Excavation of RA-J .................... 18 
  2.7.10 Grading of RA-K ................................................................................................... 18 
  2.7.11 Grading of RA-E North ......................................................................................... 18 
  2.7.12 Excavation and Grading of RA-F ......................................................................... 19 
  2.7.13 ET Cover Soil Placement ..................................................................................... 19 
 
   
 2.8 POST CONSTRUCTION SURVEY .................................................................................. 20 
 
3.0 CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT TASKS .......................................................................................... 20 
 3.1 QUALITY CONTROL ........................................................................................................ 20 
 3.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT ................................................................................................... 20 
 3.3 CONTROL & MONITORING OFHAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ...................................... 20 
 3.4 DUST SUPPRESSION ..................................................................................................... 20 
 
4.0 SITE IMPROVEMENTS ................................................................................................................. 21 
 4.1 Earthen Swales ................................................................................................................. 21 
 4.2 Road Improvements .......................................................................................................... 21 
   
5.0 DEMOBILIZATION ........................................................................................................................ 21 
 5.1 Equipment Decontamination ............................................................................................. 21 
 5.2 Fuel Storage Tanks ........................................................................................................... 21 
 5.3 Facilities ............................................................................................................................ 21 
  
 
  











FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A  Page 4 
 



LIST OF ACRONYMS 
 
 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
 
EMF  Eastern Michaud Flats 
EPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 
FMC  FMC Corporation 
FMC OU FMC Operable Unit 
 
OU  Operable Unit 
 
SPCC  Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 
 
UAO  Unilateral Administrative Order 
USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A  Page 5 
 



 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 



 
This Draft Soil Remedial Action Work Plan has been prepared by CB&I for work to be conducted at the FMC 
Corporation (FMC) Operable Unit (OU) in Pocatello, ID.  This Draft Soil Remedial Action Work Plan has been prepared 
for the remedial design and remedial action (RD/RA) FMC is conducting at the FMC OU as directed under the Unilateral 
Administrative Order (UAO; EPA, 2013) that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued to FMC effective 
June 20, 2013.  This Work Plan includes CB&I’s planned approach to completing the remedial action detailed in the 
project specifications and drawing.  At this point, the Work Plan has been prepared to address the soil remedy portion of 
the CERCLA remedial action.  



This Work Plan applies to work that will be conducted pursuant to the remedial actions set forth in the Interim 
Amendment to the Record of Decision for the Eastern Michaud Flats (EMF) Superfund Site FMC Operable Unit 
(IRODA; EPA, 2012) and the RD/RA. 



1.1 PROJECT LOCATION 



The EMF Superfund Site includes two adjacent production facilities, the former FMC Corporation elemental phosphorus 
(P4) processing plant that ceased operation in 2001 and a phosphate fertilizer processing facility currently operated by the 
J.R. Simplot Company.  The EMF Site encompasses both the FMC and Simplot plants and surrounding areas (Off-Plant 
Operable Unit [OU]) affected by releases from these facilities.  The FMC Plant OU (FMC OU) of the EMF Site, 
consisting of the FMC Plant Site and other FMC-owned properties at the site, is on privately-owned fee land, most of 
which is located within the exterior boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.  The FMC OU occupies 
approximately 1,450 acres in Power County, Idaho approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the city of Pocatello and consists 
of the FMC Plant Site (i.e., the former operating facility located south of Highway 30), the Southern and Western 
Undeveloped Areas (SUA and WUA) that are also located south of Highway 30, and FMC-owned Northern Properties 
located north of Highway 30.  The easternmost portions of the FMC OU are located outside the reservation boundary. 



1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



The Selected Remedy by the EPA includes capping or covering and in-place management of soil and fill material at the 
FMC Operable Unit (OU), removal and treatment of residual wastes in storm drain piping and storm water management 
(Phase I) and installation of a groundwater extraction and treatment system (Phase II). However, this plan only covers the 
site wide grading phase of the soil remedial action (site wide grading and storm water management systems) and the 
October 2015 revision covers the 2015 ET capping phase of the soil remedial action.  Phase II groundwater extraction and 
treatment will be addressed later. 



 Site-wide grading, including grading to establish a site-wide stormwater management system, to prepare for 
construction of gamma radiation-protective soil covers and evapotranspiration (ET) caps; 



 Excavate contaminated soil from Parcel 3 of FMC’s Northern Properties, also known as RA-J, and consolidate 
that soil onto the Former Operations Area to prevent exposure of residents and future workers to elevated levels 
of radionuclides in surface soil; and, 



 Clean underground stormwater piping in RA-A which may contain elemental phosphorus and radionuclides to 
prevent exposure to potential future workers. 



 Preconditioning of borrow soils at the western borrow area via the installation of a watering system for the 
hydration of borrow soils, stripping of the hydrated borrow soil, intermixing of soils and water through disking of 
soils or by other means as necessary, stockpiling of the moisture conditioned cover soil, and hydration of the 
cover soil while stockpiled (if necessary). 



 Relocation of the watering system as excavation proceeds. 
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 Cover soil load out and transportation to the various areas requiring ET caps. 



 ET cap cover soil placement and grading. 



 Construction of drainage swales. 



 Seeding of the capping soil and erosion control blanket application on slopes 4:1 and greater. 



 Concrete channel construction. 



 Road improvements. 



 



Other actions, including post-closure activities at the RCRA-regulated units, have been and continue to be performed at 
the FMC site. These actions are not part of the CERCLA remedial action at the FMC OU because they are conducted 
under RCRA requirements for closed hazardous waste management units. The post-closure work performed at these units 
remains regulated under RCRA. 



 



2.0 GENERAL SCOPE 
 



The General Scope of the Work Plan is to address the soil remedy portion of the CERCLA remedial action. Existing 
conditions will be surveyed, preparatory demolition of selected structures and/or features will be performed, earth moving 
activities will shape the areas to the lines and grades depicted on the project drawings and plans, stormwater will be 
controlled, selected monitoring wells will be abandoned and/or raised to meet planned final grades and a post construction 
survey will be conducted to document the final finished product. 



This Work Plan applies to work that will be conducted pursuant to the remedial actions set forth in the Interim 
Amendment to the Record of Decision for the Eastern Michaud Flats (EMF) Superfund Site FMC Operable Unit 
(IRODA; EPA, 2012) and the RD/RA. 



2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS SURVEY 



CB&I will sub-contract an Idaho Professional Licensed Surveyor to conduct an existing conditions survey of all areas that 
are included in the scope of the Remedial Action.  These areas include but may not be limited to  the areas depicted on the 
design drawings (FMC, OU Remedial Design, 90% Design Submittal, June 2014 – Drawings 1-50)  The existing 
conditions survey will be conducted within 3 weeks prior to the start of any earth moving activities.  The data collected 
will become the baseline from which all quantities will be calculated.   



2.2 PRE-EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES 



The following sections address the various site clearance activities that will be performed in preparation for full scale 
construction activities.  



2.2.1 Mobilization 



CB&I will mobilize to the project site to begin site preparation activities. Mobilization will be in a phased approach 
based upon the requirements of the critical path in the construction schedule. The vast majority of the labor and 
equipment necessary to perform the bulk movement of large quantities of slag material will be mobilized to the 
Pocatello project site very quickly to begin the mass movement of the slag material.  CB&I on-site management staff 
including Project Manager, two Site Superintendents (for at least a portion of the project), Health and Safety Manager, 
and Quality Control Manager will be onsite full time.  



Additional support staff, including H&S and field technicians, a cost and scheduling engineer, and a clerical assistant, 
will be hired locally as required. CB&I craft labor will include CB&I lead equipment operators (6), and locally hired 
resources including the remaining equipment operators and laborers needed to execute the scope of work. Equipment 
requirements will be fulfilled by utilizing locally rented and CB&I-owned equipment.  CB&I will execute agreements 
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with the local equipment rental dealers and has confirmed access to every piece of equipment necessary to complete 
this scope.   



Included in this task and prior to the start of any major material moving operations, all new employees will be trained 
and tested on the equipment they were hired to operate to make sure they are experienced with the equipment and can 
operate it in a safe manner.   



A representative of the equipment rental house will be onsite during this time to ensure all employees are properly 
trained. 



Electronic Grade Control Devices will be placed on select equipment to control grade as the work progresses.  A 
manufacturer representative will provide training on maintenance and operation of these devices. 



Site preparation activities will include the installation of all project support facilities and trailers, temporary utilities, 
site storage and lay down areas.  Electric service will be established onsite from an existing service drop location and 
tied in by a certified electrician 



Dust suppression facilities will be installed at the water source location on site.  Necessary pumps and piping will be 
installed in order to facilitate safe and expedient loading of water trucks.  An Overhead Fill system is planned to be 
constructed to allow trucks to pull in and fill from an overhead piping manifold.  The manifold lines shall be insulated 
as necessary to prevent freezing.   



Once required equipment and personnel are onsite and operational, CB&I will begin Site Clearance Activities as well 
as the Earthwork Activities detailed below.  



2.2.2 Permits 



CB&I will contact federal, state and local agencies to determine the applicability of federal, state and local laws 
and regulations to the proposed work.  



The following federal regulatory programs will be reviewed for potential applicability to the proposed work: 
 



 40 CFR Part 60 – Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources. 
 40 CFR Part 63 National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Categories. 
 40 CFR Part 68 Chemical Accident Prevention. 
 40 CFR Part 82 Protection of Stratospheric Ozone. 
 40 CFR Part 89 Control of Emissions from New and In-Use Compression Ignition Engines. 
 40 CFR Part 90 Control of Emissions from New and In-Use Spark Ignition Engines. 
 40 CFR Part 112 Oil Pollution Prevention. 
 40 CFR Part 122 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. 
 40 CFR Part 260-268 Standards for Hazardous Waste Management 
 40 CFR Part 273 Standards for Universal Waste Management. 
 40 CFR Part 279 Standards for Used Oil Management. 
 40 CFR Part 400-471 Effluent Guidelines and Standards. 



The following State of Idaho regulatory programs will be reviewed for potential applicability to the proposed work.  Rules 
for the Department of Environmental Quality: 
 IDAPA 58.01.01 Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho. 
 IDAPA 58.01.02 Water Quality Standards. 
 IDAPA 58.01.05 Rules and Standards for Hazardous Waste. 
 IDAPA 58.01.06 Solid Waste Management Rules. 











FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A  Page 8 
 



 IDAPA 58.01.10 Rules regulating the disposal of radioactive materials. 
 IDAPA 58.01.11 Groundwater Quality Rules. 
 IDAPA 58.01.16 Wastewater Rules. 
 IDAPA 58.01.17 Recycled Water Rules. 
 IDAPA 58.01.18 Idaho Land remediation Rules. 



CB&I will prepare a list of federal, state and local laws it determines are applicable to the proposed work, 
except as provided in Section 121(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(e) or as otherwise agreed in writing. 
CB&I will perform coordination and documentation, as well as all engineering to obtain permits or licenses 
required. Upon completion of the necessary plans and permits, mobilization and site preparation activities will 
begin. 



2.2.3 E&S Controls 



Silt fence and erosion and sedimentation controls will be installed in areas where required.  It is currently 
anticipated that silt fence will only be required in AREA RAJ, which is the soil excavation cut of 
approximately 6” North of Route 30. 



2.2.3.1 Seeding of the ET caps 



The ET caps will receive permanent seeding as part of the final cap design.  Seeding will be performed with a 
drill seeder by a qualified sub-contractor.  The seeding will occur within the specified mid-October to mid-
November seeding window. 



2.2.3.2 Erosion Control Blanket 



Erosion control blanket will be applied on the surface of the completed ET caps on all 4:1 slopes to 
stabilize the seeded slopes. 
 



2.2.4 Clearing and Grubbing 



CB&I will clear and grub the areas indicated on the design drawings. 



 



2.2.5 Haul Road Preparation For Capping Task 



CB&I will begin haul road preparations at or near the end of the site wide grading task.  Haul road preparations 
will consist of one or more of the following:  Grading and improvements of existing roads for haul trucks to 
travel on, geotextile and/or aggregate placement and grading on existing haul roads and for new sections of haul 
roads and maintenance of roadways during capping activities.  CB&I will construct new haul roads in areas as 
needed, use existing haul roads when possible and improve areas requiring improvements to create safe travel 
paths for the haul trucks. 



2.3 SITE CLEARANCE ACTIVITIES 



2.3.1 Removal of Bollards at Car Dumper 



CB&I’s will subcontract the removal of the bollards at the Car Dumper, The subcontractor will use an 
excavator to remove the four (4) bollards and size them for disposal onsite with other concrete debris, the steel 
will be separated for recycling. 



2.3.2 Removal of Car Dumper 



CB&I will subcontract the removal of the Car Dumper. This structure is both above and below grade and is 
approximately 60 foot long by 50 wide and stands approximately two stories tall.  It appears to extend below 
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grade approximately 20 to 30 feet but is hard to determine.  These dimensions and takeoffs are based on 
visual observation only and are subject to change based on actual size and conditions encountered.   



CB&I’s subcontractor will demolish the above grade structure first utilizing an excavator with a 360 degree 
rotating grappler attachment. In addition, an excavator equipped with a fully rotating demolition shear will cut 
the above grade steel.  The steel will be cut and sized properly and shipped to a local steel recycler.  Laborers 
utilizing cutting torches will also assist with cutting and sizing the steel as necessary.   



After the above grade structure is removed, the below grade steel will be removed as much as practicable.  
Utilizing the shear and grappler only, the steel will be cut and removed below grade.  No confined space entry 
will be allowed below grade in the car dumper, therefore mechanical demolition means will be utilized only.  
Once as much steel has been removed as possible, the structure will be backfilled with slag fill.  Remote 
compacting equipment will be utilized below grade to compact the fill as much as possible to prevent future 
void spaces or settling.  



CB&I does not intend to demolish the below grade concrete structure as part of this work.   



2.3.3 Removal of Grizzly near Car Dumper 



CB&I’s subcontractor will demolish the Grizzly adjacent to the car dumper. The Grizzly will be removed 
similarly to the Car Dumper removal utilizing the demolition shear and demolition grappler. Steel from the 
grizzly will be sent offsite to a local steel recycler.  The approximate dimension of the grizzly is 15 foot wide 
by 20 feet long by 10 feet deep.  This is approximate based on visual observation only and is subject to 
change. 



2.3.4 Removal of Railroad Tracks and Switches and Installation of Dead Men at Track Terminus East of FMC Rail 
Cars 



Approximately 1,350 linear feet of railroad (RR) track will be removed from this area. CB&I’s subcontractor 
will utilize an excavator with a shear to remove the RR tracks and an excavator with a thumb to remove the 
RR ties.  Ties will be loaded and transported in an end dump where they will be stockpiled for disposal by 
FMC.  The RR track will be sheared into manageable pieces and sent to the metal recycler for recycling.  
Upon removal, new dead men will be installed at the track termination point as is detailed in the contract 
drawings. 



2.3.5 Removal of Coke unloading RR Tracks from approximately the Old Nodule Dust Silo Foundation to the East 
Extent of Tracks 



Approximately 4,200 linear feet of RR track that will be removed from this area. CB&I’s subcontractor will 
utilize an excavator with a shear to remove the RR tracks and an excavator with a thumb to remove the RR 
ties.  Ties will be loaded and transported in an end dump where the will be stockpiled for disposal by FMC.  
The RR track will be sheared into manageable pieces and sent to the metal recycler for disposal.  
Approximately 400 lf of track will be removed per day. 



2.3.6 Backfilling of IWW Pipe Inlet 



CB&I’s subcontractor will backfill the IWW pipe inlet per the specifications and as detailed in the contract 
drawing 8 (Site ID #7).  The pipe inlet will either be backfilled with slag material and compacted, filled with 
flowable grout or by other acceptable means. 



2.3.7 Removal of Trees along Former IWW Ditch 



CB&I’s subcontractor will clear and grub approximately one (1) acre of trees along the former IWW ditch 
alignment. Chain saws and an excavator will be used to remove and size the trees.  Cleared material will be 
loaded into an end dump and stockpiled for chipping.  Chips will be stockpiled and used later as cover 



2.3.8 Removal of Nodule Stockpile Foundation 
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CB&I’s subcontractor will utilize an excavator(s) equipped with a pneumatic demolition hammer(s) to 
remove the stockpile foundation.  The structure is approximately 120 feet long, 10 feet wide and 2 feet deep.  
The removed concrete will be sized according to the dimensions detailed in Section 02050. Foundations will 
be removed to 36” below grade as detailed in the specifications. 



2.3.9 Removal of Kiln Foundations 



CB&I’s subcontractor will remove the concrete Kiln Foundations. The concrete Kiln foundations are two (2) 
large monoliths that are constructed with very high compressive strength concrete and thick rebar as they 
were the pedestal foundations for the kilns previously used onsite. It is anticipated that they may be extremely 
difficult to demolish.  In order to remove the monoliths CB&I’s subcontractor will be utilizing two (2) 
excavators, each equipped with hydraulic hoe-ram attachments.  Concrete from the foundations will be buried 
onsite in a concrete deposition area.  



The foundations will be demolished to grade, not 36 inches below grade as the specifications dictate for 
foundation removal.  This is because the kiln foundations are located in a large “fill” area on site.   



2.3.10 Removal of Chlorinator Shack 



CB&I’s subcontractor operators utilizing an excavator with thumb attachment will demolish the chlorinator 
shack. Demolished materials will be separated into recyclable and non-recyclable materials and loaded out to 
the staging area prior to recycling or disposal offsite at an approved disposal facility. 



2.3.11 Plug and Backfill Inlets to Stormwater Piping 



CB&I’s subcontractor will backfill pipe inlets to the stormwater piping as is detailed per the specifications 
and detailed in the contract drawings.  The pipe will be plugged with cement grout and backfilled with 
compacted slag material per the specifications. 



2.3.12 Removal of Section Removal of Sections of Coke Unloading RR within RA-C/B Easterly to about the East End 
of the Former Lab Building 



Approximately 650 linear feet of RR track will be removed from this area. CB&I’s subcontractor will utilize 
an excavator with a shear to remove the RR tracks and an excavator with a thumb to remove the RR ties.  The 
ties will be loaded and transported in an end dump where they will be stockpiled for offsite disposal.  The RR 
tracks will be cut into manageable pieces and sent to the metal recycler for recycling.   



2.3.13 Backfilling of Former Storage Pad and Containment 



CB&I’s subcontractor will remove the former storage pad. The former concrete storage pad is approximately 
50 foot long by 20 foot wide and is approximately 1 foot thick.  CB&I’s subcontractor will remove the 
former concrete storage pad utilizing an excavator. If unable to peel up the pad, a concrete breaker, which we 
will be utilizing on other tasks, will break it up so that it can be loaded using an excavator or loader into an 
off-road dump truck and taken to a concrete deposition area on site. Upon completion, the area will be 
backfilled with available slag fill.  The slag fill will be compacted in accordance with the specifications, i.e. 3 
passes with a 12,000-pound roller. 



2.3.14 Removal of Southern Ends of BAPCO Rail Spurs 



Four hundred (400) linear feet of RR track will removed from this area. CB&I’s subcontractor will remove 
the former storage pad. CB&I will utilize an excavator with a shear to remove the RR tracks and an excavator 
with a thumb to remove the RR ties.  The ties will be loaded and transported in an end dump where they will 
be stockpiled for offsite disposal.  The RR tracks will be sheared/cut into manageable pieces and sent to the 
metal recycler for disposal.   
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2.3.15 Removal of Rail Tracks, Truncate Track North of RA-A/RA-C Boundary and Install Dead Men at Track 
Terminus 



Two hundred (200) linear feet of RR track will be removed from this area. CB&I’s subcontractor will utilize 
an excavator with a shear to remove the RR tracks and an excavator with a thumb to remove the RR ties.  The 
ties will be loaded and transported in an end dump where they will be stockpiled for offsite disposal.  The RR 
tracks will be sheared/cut into manageable pieces and sent to the metal recycler for disposal.   



2.3.16 Removal of Box Culvert and Slag Bridge North of RA-D (North) 



CB&I’s subcontractor will remove the box culvert and CB&I will remove the slag bridge located in RAD 
North. The box culvert will be removed with an excavator with thumb attachment and an excavator with Hoe 
Ram attachment to grade.  Concrete will be disposed of in the concrete deposition area located onsite. The 
approximate dimension of the box culvert is 60 feet long by 20 feet wide, by 10 feet high.   



In addition, this task includes the removal of the RAA Ramp.  The material will be removed using similar 
equipment discussed in the earthwork section and moved to RAD West for placement. 



2.4 MONITORING WELL ABANDONMENT 



All the monitoring wells detailed below will be abandoned as is detailed in the project specifications.  CB&I will 
subcontract an Idaho-licensed well driller to execute the well abandonment activities at the site.  CB&I will 
oversee and document the well abandonment activities. 



 
2.4.1 Abandonment of Former RCRA Wells in RA-C/D 



 
The following wells will be properly abandoned by the CB&I subcontractor according the specifications and 
requirements detailed in the contract drawings, and under the oversight of CB&I personnel.  Wells to be 
abandoned in RA-C/D - 170, 179, 181, 182 (Pond 17); 175 (Pond 18); 130, 137 (Phase IV/8E) and 116 (Pond 
8S). 



2.4.2 Abandonment of Former CERCLA Wells in RA-C/D 



The following wells will be properly abandoned by the CB&I subcontractor according the specifications and 
requirements detailed in the contract drawings, and under the oversight of CB&I personnel.  Wells to be 
abandoned in RA-C/D - 135, 140, 141. 



2.4.3 Abandonment of Former CERCLA Wells in RA-A 



The following wells will be properly abandoned by the CB&I subcontractor according the specifications and 
requirements detailed in the contract drawings, and under the oversight of CB&I personnel.  Wells to be 
abandoned in RA-A - TW-2S, I and D; TW-4S, I and D; and TW-5SS, I and D (9 total) 



2.5 INTEGRATION OF RCRA MONITORING SYSTEMS 



The raising of the required RCRA wells detailed below will be completed by CB&I’s subcontractor in 
accordance with the contract specifications and drawings. CB&I will oversee and document the well 
abandonment activities. 



2.5.1 Raising of RCRA Wells 



The following wells will be properly raised by the CB&I subcontractor in accordance with the contract 
drawings and specifications. RCRA wells to be raised - 172, 180 (Pond 17); 104, 114, 131, 168 (Phase IV/8E); 
115 (Pond 15S); and 155, 156, 157 (Pond 8S). 



  











FMC Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Appendix A  Page 12 
 



2.5.2 Raising of RCRA Slag Pit Wells 



The following slag pit wells will be properly raised by the CB&I subcontractor in accordance with the contract 
drawings and specifications. RCRA slag pit wells to be raised -108, 121, 122, and 123 [if needed] (Slag Pit 
Sump wells).  



2.5.3 Raising of CERCLA Wells in RA-C 



The following CERCLA wells will be properly raised by the CB&I subcontractor in accordance with the 
contract drawings and specifications.  CERCLA wells to be raised - 134, 151, 159. 



2.5.4 Raising of CERCLA Wells in RA-E/G 



The following CERCLA wells will be properly raised by the CB&I subcontractor in accordance with the 
contract drawings and specifications.  CERCLA wells to be raised - 136, 143, 145 [if needed]. 



2.5.5 Raising of Pond 8S ET Sump LS-01 



CB&I’s subcontractor will complete the raising of the Pond 8S ET Sump. The sump will be completed during 
the construction of the pond.  Prior to placing slag, fill risers will be installed as necessary to the required 
elevation. 



2.5.6 Raising of Pond 8E LACERS Sump 



CB&I’s subcontractor will complete the raising of the Pond 8E LACERS Sump. The sump will be completed 
during the construction of the pond.  Prior to placing slag, fill risers will be installed as necessary to the required 
elevation. 



2.5.7 Raising of Phase IV Ponds ET Sumps 



CB&I’s subcontractor will complete the raising of the Phase IV ET Sumps. The sumps will be completed 
during the construction of the pond.  Prior to placing slag, fill risers will be installed as necessary to the 
required elevation.  Phase IV ET Sumps to be raised - LS-01, -02, -03, -04 [4 total]. 



2.5.8 Raising of Pond 15S LCDRS Sumps 



CB&I’s subcontractor will complete the raising of the Pond 15S LCDRS Sumps. The sumps will be 
completed during the construction of the pond.  Prior to placing slag, fill risers will be installed as necessary to 
the required elevation.  Four (4) total Pond 15S LCDRS Sumps are to be raised. 



2.5.9 Storm Sewer Cleaning, Abandonment, and Video Survey 



CB&I will subcontract the stormwater cleaning, and video survey of the storm sewer.  A CB&I subcontractor 
will execute the Storm Sewer Abandonment scope. The work will be completed in accordance to contract 
specifications and drawings. 



2.6 EARTHWORK 



CB&I completed a detailed cut and fill analysis at each location breaking down the operations into five distinct slag 
moving tasks: 
1. Exporting excess material out of an area into another area 
2. Relocating cut material into areas needing fill using excavator and trucks 
3. Relocating cut material into areas needing fill using dozers 
4. Crushing/screening of excavated soil for use. 
5. Final placement of screened material 



The following gives the intended excavation approach for the various scenarios of each work location. 
 



2.6.1 Excavate and Transport Soil/Slag between disconnected Work Locations 
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At least one excavation crew will be tasked with excavation, loading and transporting soil from Remediation 
Area RA-F and RA-G North to the various work areas that require imported fill. A total of approximately 
1,408,959 cy of material will be relocated from RA-F and RA-G North. 



   The crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) to Three (3) Excavators 
o Seven (7) to Nine (9) Articulated End Dumps  
o One (1) Dozer  



At least one crew will handle the placement of all the material that will be imported from RA-F and RA-G 
North.  That Placement Crew will place the imported materials to the lines and grades detailed in the contract 
drawings for each specific remediation area.  The placement crew will place at the various designated 
remediation areas approximately 1,408,959 cy of material excavated from RA-F and RA-G North. 



The placement crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) Dozer 
o One (1) Motor Grader (Partial) 
o Two (2) Dozers with Trimble Units 
o Two (2) Pound Vibratory Roller Compactors 



2.6.2 Excavate and Transport Soil/Slag within Work Locations 



At least one crew will be assigned to excavate, relocate and place materials from areas other than from RA-F 
and RA-G North. These excavations included all the smaller volume excavations from ponds and other satellite 
remediation areas.  In addition, included in the work for this crew are all the material excavations within work 
areas that must be loaded, trucked, and transported to locations within each work. 



The crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) to three (3) – Excavators 
o One (1) to seven (7) Articulated End Dumps  
o One (1) Dozer 



This crew will handle all excavation, relocation and placement of material within an area that CB&I believes is 
too far to push with dozers.  Therefore, this material will be excavated, loaded into trucks, and transferred to the 
areas needing fill. 



At least one placement crew will place all the material into the assigned remediation area to the lines and grades 
detailed in the contract drawings from this crew. Approximately 160,260 cy of materials will be placed from the 
satellite remediation areas and approximately 1,136,838 cy of material will be placed internally within each 
remediation area from this crew. 



The placement crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) Dozer 
o One (1) Motor Grader (Partial) 
o One (1) to two (2) Dozers with Trimble Units 
o One (1) to two (2) Vibratory Roller Compactors 



2.6.3 Excavate and Grade Soil/Slag within Work Locations 



The traditional cut and fill work associated within each work area that are capable of being completed by 
utilizing dozers or Areas where there is no requirement for trucking and hauling material. At least one crew will 
be tasked with this activity that encompasses only cut and fill within a work area handled by dozers only.  
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Based on our analysis, there are approximately 628,237 cy of material that fall into the traditional cut and fill 
category of work. 



The traditional crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) Dozer 
o One (1) Motor Grader (Partial) 
o One (1) to two (2) Dozers with Trimble Units 
o One (1) to two (2) Vibratory Roller Compactors 



2.6.4 Process Soil/Slag 



CB&I will subcontract the soil/slag processing portion of this task, The subcontractor will be required to 
screen slag materials at the site to produce approximately 457,084 cy of product to be placed as the final two 
layers of the subgrade - the 12” screened slag layer and the 12” capillary break material.  Screening operations 
will be setup in Area RA-F in an approximate 200’ x 100’ flat and stable work area to allow for the plant 
equipment layout.  A CB&I dozer will feed raw material to a stockpile area for input into the plant by the 
subcontractor. Initially, the raw material will be loaded into an impact crusher with a horizontal screen plant 
that will produce the 1” minus material.  Once material is processed it will be stockpiled and placed by CB&I 
equipment and personnel.  Water will be provided to the subcontractor by CB&I in order to handle dust 
suppression activities at the crushing location. 



2.6.5 Load, Transport and Place Processed Soil/Slag 



At least one crew will load and transported the screened material from the screened material stockpiles to the 
areas receiving the material.   



The crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) Loader  
o Three (3) Articulated End Dumps  



The screened material loading and placement crews will load and place approximately 457,084 cy of screened 
material in designated remediation areas. 



Placement of this material will be completed by a placement crew and consist of the following resources: 



The crew will typically consist of: 
o One (1) Dozer with Trimble Unit 
o One (1) Motor Grader (Partial) 
o One (1) Vibratory Roller Compacter 



2.6.6 General Sequence 



The planned sequence of preparatory activities, excavation of soil/slag, transportation to required areas, 
placement, grading and closeout will be generally as follows.  CB&I reserves the right to deviate from this 
general sequence based upon unforeseen conditions that may arise, adverse weather impacts and any other 
circumstances that arise.  The following is a tentative sequence only: RA-H West, RA-H East, RA-E South, 
RA-G South 1, RA-G South 2, RA-D West, RA-A Ramp, RA-D North, RA-D East, RA-F3, RA-C, RA-B, 
RA-K, RA-G North, RA-J, RA-E North, RA-F. 
 
Within this sequence the Pond excavations for Ponds 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7 along with the RA-A    Ramp are 
interspersed to maximize excavation transportation efficiency.  CB&I believes this sequence would allow us 
to maximize production immediately and closeout areas systematically, working west to east. It also allows 
time to perform the major site clearance activities in all of the other areas before grading begins.  
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The general sequence within each area will be as follows, internal cuts and fill done by dozer, internal cuts 
done by excavator and transported via truck within the area, internal cuts done by excavator and transported 
via truck to disconnected areas requiring additional fill, placement and grading of imported non-screened 
borrow (if necessary), placement of CAP material layer and grading.  This is also a general sequence which 
CB&I intends to follow but CB&I reserves the right to deviate from this general sequence based upon 
unforeseen conditions that may arise, adverse weather impacts and any other circumstances that arise. 
 



2.6.7   Cover Soil Preparation 



CB&I plans to moisture condition the western borrow area soil prior to and during excavation and load out.  
The cover soil will be required to be place and graded at or near the laboratory derived optimum moisture 
content to achieve the specified relative compaction.  CB&I plans to employ a portable watering system in 
the western borrow area that will be plumbed to Pond #2 via HDPE piping.  The cover soil will be hydrated 
and stripped in approximate 200 ft. x 200 ft. areas.  The depth of the stripping has not been determined, but 
each cut will be taken to maintain the stripped soil in a condition as close to the laboratory derived optimum 
moisture content as practicable. 
 



2.6.8   Cover Soil Excavation 



CB&I plans to excavate the cover soil at the western borrow area with dozers and excavators.  The plan is to 
begin in the northeast corner of the borrow area in the pre-wetted 200 ft. x 200 ft. grids and strip the soil 
with dozers into windrows.  The depth of the stripping has not been determined, but each cut will be taken to 
maintain the stripped soil in a condition as close to the laboratory derived optimum moisture content as 
practicable.  The excavators will then excavate and load out the stripped soil from the windrows.  The 
hydration system will continue to wet the 200 ft. x 200 ft. grids while the dozers continue to strip the soil to 
the windrows.  Once the desired depth is reached the hydration system will move to the next grid and the 
process will repeat. 
 



2.6.9   Cover Soil Transportation 



The haul trucks will follow prescribed haul routes to each of the areas requiring cover soil.  Generally the 
haul trucks will travel in a clockwise path around the site (with some exceptions) in an attempt to minimize 
cross traffic. 



 



2.7 EARTHWORK AREA BREAKDOWN 



 
2.7.1 Grading of RA-H West 



RA-H West will receive its material for grading from Area RA-F (approximately 20,519 cy), and RA-H 
(East) (approximately 29,308 cy).   



The materials will be placed and graded to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  CB&I’s 
crews will utilize one (1) to three (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the materials in 
RA-H West.   



The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts (approximately 18,852 cy for 
each lift) will be placed by at least one crew consisting of one (1) dozer, one (1) roller, and one (1) motor 
grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule.  
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2.7.2 Grading of RA-H East 



RA-H (East) will initially proceed with the push and fill within (approximately 15,706 cy) followed by a cut 
and truck within (approximately 4,735 cy). At least one CB&I crew will use one (1) to three  (3) dozers, and 
one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the materials in RA-H (East).  



The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts (approximately 12,261 cy for 
each lift) will be placed by at least one crew (Screening Placement crew) consisting of one (1) dozer, one (1) 
roller, one (1) motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule  



2.7.3 Grading of RA-E South 



RA-E (South) will be regraded with existing materials within its location.  No non-screened material is 
needed to meet grades. Push and fill within will initially place approximately 5,628 cy of material to the lines 
and grades specified in the contract drawings.  Crews will then cut, truck, and place within RA-E (South) 
approximately 1,797 cy of material.   



The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts (approximately 14,436 cy for 
each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) dozer, and one (1) roller, one (1) 
motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule. 



2.7.4 Grading of RA-G South 1 & 2 & Excavation of Pond 5 



RA-G (South) will initially proceed with a push and fill within (approximately 36,918 cy) followed by a cut 
and truck within (approximately 56,977 cy). RA-G South will then receive excavated material from Pond 5 
(approximately 8,957 cy). 



Pond 5 is located to the north of RA-H (East) and to the west of Area RA-F. This pond will be excavated 
utilizing an excavator to remove the approximately 9,885 cy of material that will be removed in order to 
construct this pond.  The material will be loaded into a Articulated dump truck for transportation to RA-C, 
RAG South 1 and RAG South 2 which are the shortest hauls available for this material.  Once the material is 
cut and relocated a D6 dozer will form the final grades for the detention pond basin and side slope berms as is 
detailed in Contract Drawing 24, RA-F Grading.  



The materials will be placed to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least one crew will 
use one (1) to three (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the materials in RA-G 
(South).  



There are no final screened materials designated for placement in RA-G (South).  



2.7.5 Grading of RA-D West, Excavation of RA-A Ramp & Excavation of Pond 1 



         Area RA-D West is the longest haul from RA-F and the Westernmost fill area on the site.  



RA-D West will initially proceed with a push and fill of approximately 4,159 cy, followed by an internal cut 
and truck of approximately 2,498 cy.  RA-D- West will then receive materials from Area RA-F–( 
approximately 18,574 cy); Pond 1(approximately 14,589 cy); and RA-A Ramp (approximately 12,243 cy). 



Detention Pond 1 is located adjacent to RA-D (West) and will be constructed utilizing an excavator to remove 
approximately 4,589 cy of material.  The material will be loaded into Articulated dump trucks for 
transportation to RA-D West, which is the shortest haul available for this material.   



Once the bulk excavation is completed, the pond will be finished graded using a D-6 Dozer and Grader. 



The materials will be placed to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least one CB&I 
crew place the RA-F material with one (1) to three (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and 
install the materials in RA-D West. A separate crew will place the Pond and Ramp material.  The final 
subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts(approximately 29,174 cy for each lift) 
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will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of, one (1) dozer, one (1) roller, and one (1) motor 
grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule.  



2.7.6 Grading of RA-D North & Excavation of Pond 2 



RA-D (North) will receive material for grading from RA-F (approximately 86,134 cy), and Pond 2 
(approximately 34,844 cy).  



The material will be placed to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least one CB&I crew 
will utilize one (1) to three  (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the materials in RA-D 
(North). 



Detention Pond 2 is located in the Northwest corner of Area RA-A north of existing Pond 9E. This pond will 
be constructed utilizing an excavator to remove approximately 34,844 cy of material. The material will be 
loaded into Articulated dump trucks for transportation to RA-D North, which is the shortest haul available for 
this material.   



Once the material is cut and relocated to RA-D North,  a dozer and Grader will form the final grades for the 
detention pond basin and side slope berms as is detailed in Contract Drawing 17, RA-A, B, C, and D Grading. 



The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts (approximately 10,064 cy for 
each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) to two (2) dozers, and one (1) to 
two (2) rollers.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule. 



2.7.7 Grading of RA-D East, Excavation of RA-F-3 & Excavation of Pond 7 



Area RA-D (East) will receive material for grading from Area RA-F (approximately 32,933 cy); RA-F-3 
Bullrock (approximately 23,983 cy); and material from Pond 7 (approximately 10,467 cy).   



The materials will be placed and graded to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least one 
CB&I crew will utilize one (1) to three (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the 
materials in RA-D (East). The Bullrock and Pond material will be placed by a placement crew with essentially 
the same equipment compliment detailed above.  RA-F 3 will be regraded with existing materials within its 
location.  Push and fill within will initially place approximately 14,571 cy of material to the lines and grades 
specified in the contract drawings.  A separate crew will then cut, truck, and place within RA-F3 
approximately 2,206 cy of material.   



Pond 7 is located adjacent to the former Bullrock Pile RA-F-3. This pond will be excavated utilizing a 
Caterpillar 345 excavator to remove the approximately 10,467 cy of material, which is required to be removed 
in order to construct this pond.  The material will be loaded into an  Articulated dump truck for transportation 
to RA-D (East), which is the shortest haul available for this material.  Once the material is cut and relocated to 
RA-D (East), a D6 dozer will form the final grades for the detention pond basin and side slope berms as is 
detailed in Contract Drawing 21, RA-D North Grading and East Grading. 



The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts  (approximately 11,934 cy for 
each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) dozer, one (1) roller, and (1) 
motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule. 



2.7.8 Grading of RA-C, Excavation of Pond 5 & Excavation of Pond 4 



The Grading of RA-C will encompass an internal cut and fill (internal push within) (approximately 38,630 
cy); and import of fill materials from RA-F approximately 271,176 cy); Pond Excavation 5 (approximately 
9,885 cy); and Pond 4 (approximately 3,306 cy).   



Pond 5 is located to the north of RA-H (East) and to the west of Area RA-F. This pond will be excavated 
utilizing an excavator to remove the approximately 9,885 cy of material that will be removed in order to 
construct this pond.  The material will be loaded into an Articulated dump truck for transportation to RA-C, 
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RAG South 1 and RAG South 2 which are the shortest hauls available for this material.  Once the material is 
cut and relocated a D6 dozer will form the final grades for the detention pond basin and side slope berms as is 
detailed in Contract Drawing 24, RA-F Grading.  



Pond 4 is located west of RA-C and adjacent to the Don Substation. This pond will be excavated utilizing a 
Caterpillar 345 excavator to remove the approximately 3,306 cy of material which is required in order to 
construct this pond.  The material will be loaded into an  Articulated dump truck for transportation to RA-C, 
which is the shortest haul available for this material.  Once the material is cut and relocated to RA-C, a dozer 
will form the final grades for the detention pond basin and side slope berms as detailed in Contract Drawing 
20, RA-B and C Grading.  



The materials will be placed to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  CB&I will utilize the at 
least one crew to push the materials within, a second crew will place the excavated material from the ponds, 
and finally a third crew will utilize one (1) to three (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and 
install the materials in RA-C.  The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lift 
(approximately 55,809 cy for each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) 
dozer, one (1) roller, and one (1) motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the 
project schedule.  



2.7.9 Grading of RA-B, Excavation of RA-G North & Excavation of RA-J 



Area RA-B will receive material for grading from Area RA-F (approximately 237,902 cy); RA-G North 
(approximately 135,217 cy); and RA-J (approximately 12,100 cy). 



RA-G North will be regraded with existing materials within its location.  Push and fill within Crew 3AB will 
initially place approximately 41,782 cy of material to the lines and grades specified in the contract drawings.  
Category 2A &B crews will then cut, truck, and place within RA-G (North) approximately 26,724 cy of 
material.  The remaining soil will be transported to RA-B. 



There are no final screened materials designated for placement in RA-G (North). 



RA-J is unique to all other areas in that it is a 6-inch cut of soil that has to travel over public roadways.  CB&I 
will utilize dozers to cut the 6 inches from this area. Soils will be pushed into stockpiles and loaded out by an 
excavator into triaxle over the road dump trucks, which will transport the material to Area RA-B, which will 
be the deposition area for RA-J soils. Approximately 12,100 cy of soils will be excavated, transported and 
placed. 



The material will be placed and graded to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least one 
CB&I crew will utilize one (1) to three  (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the 
materials in RA-B.  The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lift material 
(approximately 19,599 cy for each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1)  
dozer, one (1) roller, and one (1) motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the 
project schedule. 



2.7.10 Grading of RA-K 



         Area RA-K will receive material for grading from Area RA-F (approximately 6,096 cy).   



The materials will be placed and graded to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least on 
CB&I crew will utilize one (1) to three (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the 
materials in RA-K.   



There are no final screened soils designated for placement in this area.   



2.7.11 Grading of RA-E North 



    RA-E (North) will receive approximately 282,585 cys of material from RA-F.   
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The material will be placed to the lines and grades detailed in the contract drawings.  At least one CB&I crew 
will utilize one (1) to three  (3) dozers, and one (1) to two (2) rollers to grade and install the materials in RA-E 
(North).   



The final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts (approximately 22,456 cy for 
each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) dozer, one (1) roller, and one (1) 
motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the project schedule.  



2.7.12 Excavation and Grading of RA-F 



The initial activity in RA-F will be the excavating and loading of excess material for the other areas needing 
fill.  RA-F will also be the source for most, if not all of the screened material.  We will cut and truck materials 
out of RA-F utilizing a crew consisting of one (1) to three (3) excavators and seven (7) to nine (9) Articulated 
End Dumps and one (1) dozer.  This area is being completed in the opposite sequence of the other areas as 
CB&I will cut materials and relocate them out of RA-F, direct push within RA-F, then cut and truck within 
RA-F.  It is estimated based on the cut and fill calculations that a cut and fill crew will doze and fill 
approximately 468,818 cy of material from within RA-F, while a second crew will cut and truck within 
approximately 1,033,218 cy of material. The final subgrade screened slag and screened capillary break lift of 
approximately 34,587 cy for each lift will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) 
dozer, one (1)  roller, and one (1) motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the 
project schedule.  



In select areas of RA-F final subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts 
(approximately 34,587 cy for each lift) will be placed by a screening placement crew consisting of one (1) 
dozer, and one (1) roller, one (1) motor grader.  This final subgrade lift will occur towards the end of the 
project schedule.  



At the completion of RA-F, we will have excess materials which will require deposition.  This will be the 
final area worked on the site.  At least one crew will cut and relocate the materials to the FMC designated 
excess material area and place the material with a screening placement crew.  It is anticipated that 
approximately 217,886 cy of excess material will require placement at the end of the project. 



2.7.13 ET Cover Soil Placement  



CB&I plans to have two separate crews placing and grading the cover soil simultaneously at different 
locations on the cover.  This will be in addition to the crew at the borrow area which will consist of a D8 
dozer and a 349 Excavator stripping and loading out cover soil.  Each crew on the cover will have between 6 
and 10 haul trucks assigned depending on the placement location.  The longer routes will have more haul 
trucks assigned.  The haul trucks will travel to the placement locations and dump the loads of cover soil where 
a D6 dozer will grade into 15 inch lifts.  The dozers will make approximately 5 passes over the installed 15 
inch lifts while placing the cover soil to attempt to achieve the required compaction.  CB&I anticipates 
needing a sheepsfoot  compactor to achieve the specified compaction.  CB&I also anticipates needing to apply 
additional water as necessary to achieve the specified moisture content for compaction.  The need for the 
sheepsfoot compactor and additional water is based upon the test pad construction and results of in place 
testing of the cover soil.  The following approximate in-place volumes are anticipated for each RA: 



RA-E (South) 34,800 cy 



RA-H (West) 43,100 cy 



RA-H (East) 19,600 cy 



 



Activities in 2015 will prioritize completing the ET caps at RA-E South, RA-H West and, with the extent of 
placement dependent on the duration of the construction season, potentially RA-H West.   
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2.8 POST CONSTRUCTION SURVEY 



CB&I will sub-contract an Idaho Professional Licensed Surveyor to conduct a post construction (as-built) 
survey of all areas that are included in the scope of the Remedial Action.  These areas include but may not be 
limited to the areas depicted on the design drawings (FMC, OU Remedial Design, 90% Design Submittal, 
June 2014 – Drawings 1-50).  post construction (as-built) survey will be conducted at a minimum upon 
completion of the project objectives.  CB&I reserves the right to subcontract to perform the post construction 
(as-built) survey in sections as areas or definable features are completed 



 



3.0 CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT TASKS 
 



3.1 QUALITY CONTROL 



CB&I will subcontract a third-party firm to perform the construction quality control (CQC) services. The 
subcontracted CQC firm will be responsible for performing inspections, and testing as required by FMC’s 
Construction Quality Assurance Plan (CQAP). 



3.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT 



CB&I understands this task to include segregation, consolidation, staging, containerizing, loading, discharging, 
on-site transportation, and associated waste management tasks including maintenance and inspection of 
stockpiles,  inventory and waste storage areas.  In addition, it includes management of transportation and 
disposal activities including management of all wastes onsite for FMC including manifest and bill of lading 
management for any offsite disposal required during the execution of the work. 



3.3 CONTROL AND MONITORING OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 



CB&I understands this task to include establishing and maintaining storm water run-on and runoff controls as 
will be detailed in the required Spill Prevention Countermeasure Control Plan detailed under a separate plan.  
During excavation and relocation and grading activities, CB&I will install stormwater controls necessary to 
complete the excavation and grading work in dry conditions as best as practicable. CB&I will install, as 
needed, swales and berms to direct stormwater and surface water runoff away from active excavation areas. 
Flow will be directed as not to allow seepage or flow back into the excavation area. Proper equipment such as 
pumps and hoses will also be utilized if necessary to maintain satisfactory working conditions throughout the 
execution of the project.  



Erosion and sedimentation controls are limited to predominantly Area RA-J and will be installed as needed, if 
necessary, in other areas for the site. Decontamination of equipment will follow best management practices 
and will be completed as needed.  Personnel onsite will be inspecting laydown areas and performing 
inspections of work areas, and responding to spills and releases onsite as they occur. 



 3.4 DUST SUPPRESSION 



CB&I is keenly aware of the importance of dust control and mitigation requirements on this project. Dust 
control measures will be implemented throughout the sequence of construction. CB&I understands that 
mitigation of dust is an extremely important task relative to health and safety of its workers and the surrounding 
community. Projects of this nature require diligent use of water trucks, in order to mitigate particulate emissions 
at the source.   



CB&I will utilize the Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan developed by Bison.  The general plan (for dust 
suppression) is that CB&I is intending to utilize four or more (depending on level of activity) full-time water 
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trucks/tankers at the site to apply water to roadways, active excavation areas, crushing and placement areas in 
order to mitigate visual dust.  Each active work location and each haul route will have a water truck assigned to 
that location. At a minimum an overhead manifold piping system will be constructed in order to quickly fill 
trucks at the location provided by FMC.  We understand that no visual dust is the criteria for the site and will do 
our best to meet these criteria.   In addition to water trucks, we will maintain established speed limits at the site 
as a dust suppression engineering control.  It is our opinion, that once a work area is completed, that area will 
not need to be sprayed or wet down, as it will be inactive exactly as the site sits today. It is our experience that 
water trucks will be sufficient to handle dust mitigation and suppression issues at the site.  



CB&I will use 7 water trucks during the  2015 ET Capping Phase activities for dust suppression on the haul 
roads and within the western borrow area for stockpile hydration (if necessary) and focused dust control during 
the excavation of the cover soil.  Additionally the vehicle speed limit during the 2015 ET Capping Phase will be 
raised to 25 mph only for the haul trucks; pick up trucks and all other vehicles will remain at 15 mph. 



 



4.0 SITE IMPROVEMENTS 



4.1 EARTHEN SWALES 



CB&I will excavate the earthen channels 3-5 and 6-2 as part of the 2015 construction. 



4.2  ROAD IMPROVEMENTS 



CB&I will improve the roads on site that will be used to transport cover soil to the various area for capping.   
These improvements will consist of the following as needed: grading during the 2015 ET Capping Phase, 
geotextile placement (if necessary) and placement and grading of a road base aggregate (from off site sources). 



 



5.0 DEMOBILIZATION 
 



5.1 EQUIPMENT DECONTAMINATION 



CB&I will decontaminate all heavy equipment, sampling equipment and small tools that have come in contact 
with site soils as necessary.  A decontamination pad will be established and equipment shall be washed with (at 
a minimum) water under pressure.  Decontamination fluids will be collected and analyzed for project 
Contaminants of Concern.  When analyses are complete CB&I will require direction from FMC as to final 
disposal of decontamination fluids. 



5.2 FUEL STORAGE TANKS 



CB&I plans to rent fuel storage tanks from a fuel supplier.  These tanks will be single walled and installed in a 
secondary containment structure.  CB&I plans to use all fuel delivered and stored in these tanks.  Upon 
completion of the project any remaining fuel in these tanks will be used or disposed of properly.  The Spill 
Prevention, Control and Countermeasures plan includes a detailed description of the fuel storage tanks and 
containments. 



5.3 FACILITIES 



Demobilization of equipment and facilities will occur as the equipment or facilities are no longer needed.  This 
will generally be in a phased approach based upon the site activities.  Grade control devices will be removed 
from equipment prior to demobilization.  Utilities will be disconnected by utility personnel (if necessary).  Site 
storage and lay down areas will be returned to preconstruction conditions.  Dust suppression facilities will be 
removed (if necessary).  Pumps and piping associated with the dust suppression facilities will be removed along 
with any installed piping (if necessary). 











removed (if necessary).  Pumps and piping associated with the dust suppression facilities will be removed along 
with any installed piping (if necessary). 
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: "Greutert, Ed [USA]"
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor"s Construction Plan and CQC Plan
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 10:28:43 AM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 5:31 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FW: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC
 Plan
 
Jonathan,
 
Please see Wayne’s comment in the email below. I have nothing additional to add.
 
Scott
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Wayne Crowther 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 3:34 PM
To: Scott Miller
Cc: Douglas Tanner
Subject: FW: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC Plan
 
Scott,
 
The only comment that I have on the Capping Construction Plan is that the equipment should be
 decontaminated prior to spreading of the topsoil on the caps.
 
I don’t have any comments for the Construction Quality Control Plan updates.
 
Wayne C.__________



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN
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Plans to protect air and water, wilderness and wildlife are in fact plans to protect man.
-Stewart Udall
 


 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 6:00 PM
To: Jonathan Williams
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Kelly Wright
 (kwright@sbtribes.com); Susan Hanson
Subject: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC Plan
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, attached for your review and approval are: (1)
 the revised Contractor’s Construction Plan (Appendix A of the Draft Remedial Action Work
 Plan [RAWP]) and (2) the revised Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan
 (Appendix B of the RAWP).  Both have been revised to include the 2015
 evapotranspiration (ET) cap construction phase. Added text is shown in yellow highlight
 (the un-highlighted text is unchanged from the September 2014 RAWP for Site Wide
 Grading Appendices A and B).  We would appreciate your expedited review and approval
 of the attached revised plans so that the ET capping phase can begin during the week of
 October 5.  In addition, FMC plans to transmit the revised Contractor’s Health and Safety
 Plan (Appendix J of the RAWP) for your review and a Project Overview Bar Chart for the
 2015 ET Capping Phase (new RAWP Figure 6-2) tomorrow.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
 



http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/s/stewartuda142796.html?src=t_environmental

http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/authors/s/stewart_udall.html

mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com






From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Five-Year Review - Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site
Date: Friday, October 16, 2015 9:28:50 AM
Attachments: EMF FYR September 2015 Final_Combined.pdf


Lepic FOIA
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Jennings, Jannine 
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 8:33 AM
To: Shirley, Joan; Schanilec, Kevin; Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; Sheldrake, Beth
Subject: FW: Five-Year Review - Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site
 


Joan, Andy and Kevin,
 
Attached is a copy of the EMF Five Year Review and the message sent to the
 Tribes, State and Simplot (Jonathan is sending FMC a copy separately)
 transmitting the document.  The only difference with what I sent them and you
 is that yours comes all as a single document while I split off the appendices for
 theirs.
 
As an FYI, I received an email from Kelly Wright last week asking when they
 would get the final and our response to their comments.  Jill Grant was cc’d on
 his message and she provided the following response:  


Jannine,
 


Thanks for providing a copy of the final report.  We'll look forward to
 receiving the response to comments.
 


Jill
 
We are working towards finalizing our response to comments and sending it
 their direction.
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Executive Summary 



The 2,530-acre Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site (the Site) is located approximately 2.5 



miles northwest of the City of Pocatello in Power and Bannock Counties in southeast Idaho. 



Portions of the Site are located within the boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. The 



Site is divided into three operable units (OUs): OU1 (FMC OU), OU2 (Simplot OU) and OU3 



(Off-Plant OU). The FMC and Simplot OUs include two adjacent phosphate-ore processing 



facilities: the former FMC Corporation (FMC) Elemental Phosphorous Plant and the active J.R. 



Simplot Company Don Plant (Simplot). The Site encompasses the areal extent of contamination 



at and from both plants, including the Off-Plant OU for portions beyond the FMC and Simplot 



plant boundaries. A site-wide Record of Decision (ROD) was issued in 1998 with Interim ROD 



amendments (IRODAs) signed in 2010 for the Simplot OU and 2012 for the FMC OU. 



The FMC OU interim remedy in the 2012 IRODA, which replaces the 1998 ROD remedy for the 



FMC OU, addresses metals, radionuclides and other contaminants of concern (COCs) identified 



in soils, fill and groundwater at the FMC OU. The remedy calls for evapotranspiration caps, soil 



covers and limited excavation to remediate source areas. A groundwater extraction/treatment 



system is required and is being designed to contain and treat contaminated groundwater. 



Institutional controls are required to prohibit activities that may disturb remedies and restrict the 



use of contaminated groundwater. The remedial action will include development and 



implementation of an operation, maintenance and monitoring plan for both the soil and 



groundwater interim remedies. Remedial action construction in the FMC OU began in 



September 2014 and is not yet complete. 



The Simplot OU remedy which is outlined in both the 1998 ROD and 2010 IRODA addresses 



metals, radionuclides and other COCs identified in soils, fill and groundwater at the Simplot OU.  



This includes development, operation and maintenance of the groundwater extraction system; 



excavation of contaminated soils; and use of institutional controls to prevent the use of 



contaminated groundwater for drinking purposes, control potential worker exposures and prevent 



potential future residential use of the Simplot property. In addition to the above, the interim 



remedy addresses phosphorus as a COC and includes enhancement of the groundwater extraction 



system; installation of a synthetic liner on the receiving surface of the gypsum stack; and control 



of the sources of phosphorus and other COC releases from the Simplot OU. Remedial action 



construction in the Simplot OU began in 2002 and is not yet complete. 



The Off-Plant OU remedy in the 1998 ROD includes institutional controls and additional 



monitoring to determine if further source control or other actions are necessary. While some 



environmental monitoring has taken place, additional evaluation is necessary to determine the 



extent of required institutional controls, source control measures or other actions. 



The triggering action for this first statutory five-year review (FYR) is the on-site construction 



start date for the augmentation of the groundwater extraction system at the Simplot OU, June 28, 



2010. 



The interim remedy at FMC OU (OU1) is not protective because ecological exposure pathways 



that could result in unacceptable risks are not under control. Source control measures must be 



implemented and the groundwater extraction and treatment system operated until the phosphorus 



risk-based concentration determined to be protective of ecological receptors in surface water is 



met. Remedial actions currently being implemented are adequately controlling all human health 



exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks. Remedy design and construction are 



5 











 



 



  



 



 



 



 



 



  



  



 



   



  



 



  



 



 



 



 



 



ongoing, an interim groundwater monitoring plan and a dust control and air monitoring plan are 



in place, access to the site is controlled, and there are currently no known wells used for human 



consumption of groundwater within the contaminated groundwater plume.  



The remedy at Simplot OU (OU2) is not protective because ecological exposure pathways that 



could result in unacceptable risks are not under control. Source control measures and 



groundwater extraction must be operated until the phosphorus risk based concentration 



determined to be protective of ecological receptors in surface water is met. The groundwater 



extraction system is operating and source controls measures are being implemented on the 



gypstack and in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area, but levels protective of ecological receptors in 



surface water have not been achieved.  Remedial actions currently being implemented are 



adequately controlling all human health exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable 



risks. There are no known wells used for human consumption in the contaminated groundwater 



plume, a groundwater monitoring plan is in place and site access is controlled.  



A protectiveness determination of the remedy at the Off-Plant OU (OU3) cannot be made at this 



time until further evaluation of available information is conducted. Additional evaluation is 



needed to delineate the areas where the institutional controls to address human health risks from 



cadmium and radium contamination in soils may need to be implemented and to determine if 



additional actions, including source control measures, are needed to address ecological risks 



from fluoride contamination. 



6 











 



 



 
 



 
  



  



       



     



     
    



  



  



   



  



 



      



 



 
 



        
        



         



     



      



       



    



    



     



      



Five-Year Review Summary Form
 



SITE IDENTIFICATION 



Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats 



EPA ID: IDD984666610 



Region: 10 State: ID 
City/County: Pocatello/Power County and 
Bannock County 



SITE STATUS 



NPL Status: Final 



Multiple OUs? Has the site achieved construction completion? 



Yes No 



REVIEW STATUS 



Lead agency: EPA 
If “Other Federal Agency” selected above, enter Agency name: Click here to enter text. 



Author name: Jannine Jennings and Jonathan Williams with support from Skeo Solutions 



Author affiliation: EPA and Skeo Solutions 



Review period: 12/11/2014 – 9/30/2015 



Date of site inspection: March 11 – 12, 2015 



Type of review: Statutory 



Review number: 1 



Triggering action date: 6/28/2010 



Due date (five years after triggering action date): 6/28/2015 
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Five-Year 
Review Summary Form (continued) 



Issues/Recommendations 



OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 



OU1 



Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 



OU(s): 2 
(Simplot OU) 



Issue Category: Remedy Performance 



Issue: Contaminated groundwater plume in PAP Area is not contained. 



Recommendation: Develop a plan to remove low pH groundwater and re-establish 



groundwater containment. 



Affect Current 
Protectiveness 



Affect Future 
Protectiveness 



Implementing 
Party 



Oversight 
Party 



Milestone Date 



Yes Yes PRP EPA 6/30/2016 



OU(s): 3 (Off-
Plant OU) 



Issue Category: Remedy Performance 



Issue: Areas in Off-Plant OU where risks exceed protective levels defined by the 1998 



ROD require institutional controls or other actions. These areas have not been defined and 



remedial actions have not been implemented. 



Recommendation: Define the specific areas where institutional controls or other 



actions are required. 



Affect Current 
Protectiveness 



Affect Future 
Protectiveness 



Implementing 
Party 



Oversight 
Party 



Milestone Date 



Yes Yes EPA EPA 6/30/2016 



OU(s): 3 (Off-
Plant OU) 



Issue Category: Remedy Performance 



Issue: Areas in Off-Plant OU where risks exceed protective levels defined by the 1998 



ROD require institutional controls or other actions. These areas have not been defined and 



remedial actions have not been implemented. 



Recommendation: Implement the required measures if necessary. 



Affect Current 
Protectiveness 



Affect Future 
Protectiveness 



Implementing 
Party 



Oversight 
Party 



Milestone Date 



Yes Yes PRP EPA 6/30/2017 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued) 



Protectiveness Statements 



Operable Unit: 
1 FMC OU 



Protectiveness Determination: 
Not Protective 



Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable): 
Click here to enter date. 



Protectiveness Statement: 



The interim remedy at FMC OU (OU1) is not protective because ecological exposure pathways 



that could result in unacceptable risks are not under control. Source control measures must be 



implemented and the groundwater extraction and treatment system operated until the 



phosphorus risk-based concentration determined to be protective of ecological receptors in 



surface water is met. Remedial actions currently being implemented are adequately controlling 



all human health exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks. Remedy design 



and construction are ongoing, an interim groundwater monitoring plan and a dust control and 



air monitoring plan are in place, access to the site is controlled, and there are currently no known 



wells used for human consumption of groundwater within the contaminated groundwater plume. 



Operable Unit: 
2 Simplot OU 



Protectiveness Determination: 
Not Protective 



Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable): 
Click here to enter date. 



Protectiveness Statement: 



The remedy at Simplot OU (OU2) is not protective because ecological exposure pathways that 



could result in unacceptable risks are not under control. Source control measures and 



groundwater extraction must be operated until the phosphorus risk based concentration 



determined to be protective of ecological receptors in surface water is met. The groundwater 



extraction system is operating and source controls are being implemented on the gypstack and 



in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area, but levels protective of ecological receptors in surface water 



have not been achieved. Remedial actions currently being implemented are adequately 



controlling all human health exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks. There 



are no known wells used for human consumption in the contaminated groundwater plume, a 



groundwater monitoring plan is in place and site access is controlled.  



Operable Unit: 
3 Off-Plant OU 



Protectiveness Determination: 
Protectiveness Deferred 



Addendum Due Date 
(if applicable): 
3/30/2016 



Protectiveness Statement: 



A protectiveness determination of the remedy at the Off-Plant OU (OU3) cannot be made at 



this time until further evaluation of available information is conducted. Additional evaluation 



is needed to delineate the areas where the institutional controls to address human health risks 



from cadmium and radium contamination in soils may need to be implemented and to determine 



if additional actions, including source control measures, are needed to address ecological risks 



from fluoride contamination. 
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First Five-Year Review Report
 
for
 



Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site
 



1.0 Introduction 



The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a 



remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will continue to be protective of human health 



and the environment. FYR reports document FYR methods, findings and conclusions. In 



addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document 



recommendations to address them. 



The United States Environmental Protection Agency prepares FYRs pursuant to the 



Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 



121 and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). 



CERCLA Section 121 states: 



If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, 



pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial 



action no less often than each 5 years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure 



that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action being 



implemented. In addition, if upon such review it is the judgment of the President that 



action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the President 



shall take or require such action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of 



facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any 



actions taken as a result of such reviews. 



EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 



Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii), which states: 



If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 



contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 



unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every 



five years after initiation of the selected remedial action. 



The triggering action for this first statutory FYR is the on-site construction start date for the 



augmentation of the groundwater extraction system at the Simplot OU, June 28, 2010. The FYR 



is required due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the 



Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The Eastern Michaud 



Flats Superfund site (the Site) consists of three operable units (OUs). Portions of the Site are 



located within the boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. EPA is the lead agency for 



developing and implementing the remedy for the potentially responsible party (PRP)-financed 



cleanup at the Site. This FYR report is the first FYR for the Site and addresses all site OUs. 



EPA conducted the FYR between December 2014 and July 2015 at the Site in Pocatello, Power 



and Bannock Counties, Idaho. Skeo Solutions, an EPA Region 10 contractor, provided support 
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for drafting this FYR. Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) and the Shoshone 



Bannock Tribes Environmental Waste Management Program, as the support agencies 



representing the State of Idaho and the Shoshone Bannock Tribes, have had an opportunity to 



comment on a draft of this report and provided input to EPA during the FYR process. 



2.0 Site Chronology 



Table 1 lists the dates of important events for the Site. 



Table 1: Chronology of Site Events 



Event Date 



J.R Simplot Company (Simplot) and FMC Corporation (FMC) began operating 



phosphorous plants near Pocatello, ID 



1940s 



Idaho Department of Health and Welfare detected groundwater contamination at 



the Site 



1976 



Simplot excavated Former East Overflow Pond 1987 



EPA proposed the Site for listing on National Priorities List (NPL) May 5, 1989 



EPA placed the Site on NPL August 30, 1990 



EPA issued an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) to FMC and Simplot, 



requiring a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) 



May 30, 1991 



FMC and Simplot completed an RI for the Site 1996 



FMC and Simplot completed an FS for the Site 1997 



EPA issued a site-wide Record of Decision (ROD) June 8, 1998 



FMC entered into a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Consent 



Decree for Hazardous Waste/Regulated Activities 



1998 



FMC closed their elemental phosphorous plant December 2001 



Simplot entered into a Consent Decree for remedial actions at the Simplot OU May 9, 2002 



EPA withdrew proposed RD/RA Consent Decrees with FMC and Simplot that had 



been Lodged in Federal District Court 



2002 



Dewatering Pit RA implemented at Simplot OU April/May 2003 



EPA and FMC entered into an AOC for a supplemental RI/FS of FMC October 16, 2003 



Simplot implemented Gypsum Stack Roads RA September/October 2004 



EPA approved a supplemental RI Work Plan for the FMC OU May 2007 



EPA approved FMC’s Final Design Analysis Report for Pond 16 S removal action 



and gas extraction treatment system 



February 2008 



Simplot and DEQ signed a Voluntary Consent Order/Compliance Agreement to 



implement actions needed to reduce phosphorus in river 



April 11, 2008 



FMC completed the FMC OU supplemental RI report 2009 



Simplot starts construction of Decant Pond as first phase of the Gypstack Lining 



Project 



2009 



EPA finalized Supplemental RI Addendum Report for FMC OU and issued an 



interim ROD amendment for Simplot OU 



January 20, 2010 



Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) issued to FMC for phosphine gas at 



additional closed RCRA ponds 



June 14, 2010 



Start of RA Construction/Simplot Groundwater Extraction System June 28, 2010 



FMC completed supplemental RI/FS July 2010 



EPA issued Ready for Reuse Determinations for three parcels in the FMC OU October 2010 



Remedial design/remedial action Consent Decree amended for Simplot OU December 2010 



Simplot and FMC prepare supplemental assessments of potential risks at Off-



Plant OU 



2010 
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Event Date 



EPA samples fluoride in soils and vegetation in the Bottoms Area of Off-Plant 



OU 



June – September, 2011 



EPA released plan for interim ROD amendment for FMC OU September 26, 2011 



Remedial Action completion for groundwater extraction and monitoring elements 



at Simplot OU 



July 2, 2012 



EPA issued an interim ROD amendment for FMC OU September 27, 2012 



EPA issued the UAO for FMC to perform the selected interim remedial action June 10, 2013 



EPA approved the FMC OU Grading Phase Component of Remedial Action Work 



Plan 



September 5, 2014 



3.0 Background 



3.1 Physical Characteristics 



The Site is about 2.5 miles northwest of the City of Pocatello in Power and Bannock Counties in 



southeast Idaho (Figures 1 and 2). Portions of the Site are located within the boundaries of the 



Fort Hall Indian Reservation.  Land use around the Site includes agriculture and grazing as well 



as residential and light industrial/commercial uses. The Portneuf River flows across the northern 



edge of the Site, through the Bottoms Area (a large wetland of cultural significance to the Tribes) 



and to the American Falls Reservoir. 



The Site is divided into three OUs: OU1 (FMC OU), OU2 (Simplot OU) and OU3 (Off-Plant 



OU). The FMC and Simplot OUs include two adjacent phosphate-ore processing facilities: the 



former FMC Elemental Phosphorous Plant and the active J.R. Simplot Company (Simplot) Don 



Plant. The Site encompasses the extent of contamination at, and originating from, both plants, 



including the Off-Plant OU for areas beyond the FMC and Simplot Don Plant properties. 



The FMC OU is approximately 1,450 acres and is largely located within the boundaries of the 



Fort Hall Indian Reservation. The FMC elemental phosphorous production plant was closed in 



December of 2001, and the plant infrastructure was decommissioned from 2002 through 2006.  



The dominant physical features remaining at the site are the slag pile, and several capped waste 



ponds. The Portneuf River flows adjacent to the northeastern boundary of the FMC OU. The 



FMC OU consists of four areas: the Former Operations Area, the Northern Properties, the 



Southern Undeveloped Area and the Western Undeveloped Area. 



The Simplot OU is approximately 1,025 acres. Simplot’s main plant area is directly east of the 



FMC OU and is located to the south of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks that run parallel to 



Highway 30 and Interstate 86. The Portneuf River flows adjacent to the northern boundary of the 



Simplot OU. The dominant physical feature is the gypsum stack (gypstack), a stack of 



manufacturing byproduct over 240 feet tall. Several ponds used to store wastewater and 



stormwater from the plant are located north of the railroad tracks.  Activities associated with 



ongoing operations are typically regulated under separate State and/or Federal regulatory 



authorities. 



The Off-Plant OU is defined as all land surrounding the FMC and Simplot plants with 



contamination originating from the plants. Land uses in this area include agriculture and grazing 



as well as residential and light industrial/commercial uses. 
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The Site is at the base of the northern slope of the Bannock Range and extends onto the 



southeastern area of the Michaud Flats. The Michaud Flats are on the Eastern Snake River Plain 



and are bounded on the north by American Falls Reservoir, on the east by the Portneuf River, on 



the west by the Rock Creek, and on the south by foothills of the Deep Creek Mountains and 



Bannock Range. 



The Site sits on discontinuous layers of unconsolidated sediments deposited on volcanic bedrock. 



The sediments include gravel from volcanic rocks, fine-grained silts, clays and sands, quartzite, 



chert, cobbles, boulders, windblown silt (loess) and colluvial silt.  



Shallow groundwater beneath the FMC and Simplot OUs generally flows north towards the 



Portneuf River.  North of the railroad tracks the shallow groundwater from both OUs mix with 



upwelling groundwater, and discharges to the Portneuf River near Batiste Springs. The aquifer 



system underlying the Michaud Flats area can be divided into a shallow aquifer (Upper Zone) 



and a deeper aquifer (Lower Zone). In the plant areas, the Upper and Lower Zones are generally 



separated by the American Falls Lake Bed Clay.  North of Highway 30, the American Falls Lake 



Bed Clay pinches out and the Upper and Lower Zones merge. The Upper Zone consists of 



Michaud Gravel and is typically overlain by a silt aquitard. The hydraulic conductivity of the 



shallow aquifer ranges from 30 to 1,000 feet per day. The deeper aquifer is the primary water-



producing aquifer and has a hydraulic conductivity ranging from 30 to 340 feet per day. 



3.2 Land and Resource Use 



The FMC elemental phosphorous plant began operations in 1949, processing phosphate ore and 



manufacturing elemental phosphorous until operations ceased in December 2001. Previously, the 



land was in agricultural use. From 2002 through 2006, the FMC elemental phosphorous plant 



was decommissioned and facilities were demolished. There are three parcels (totaling about 87 



acres) in the FMC OU that have Ready for Reuse Determinations, which have been restricted to 



commercial and industrial uses only by a recorded restrictive covenant (see Section 6.3 of this 



FYR for further discussion of institutional controls). 



The FMC Former Operations Area includes the CERCLA Ponds, where process wastes were 



managed in unlined surfaced impoundments; the slag pile, where most of the above-grade slag 



byproduct sits, and which includes the site of a historic landfill and buried railcars; the capped 



and vegetated Calciner Ponds; and the former elemental phosphorous area. The Resource 



Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) ponds, where process wastes were managed and have 



since been capped under RCRA and which are fenced off, are also within the boundaries of the 



Former Operations Area but, as specified in the 2012 FMC IRODA, are not part of FMC OU. 



The Simplot Don Plant began operations in 1944 and continues to operate an ore processing 



facility and byproduct/waste storage facility on the Simplot OU. The byproduct gypsum is 



slurried with water before it is added to the gypstack, located south of the main plant. As the 



gypsum dries, process water percolates down through the gypstack and into the groundwater. 



Incidental releases within the main plant operating area have also contributed to contaminants of 



concern (COCs) in groundwater. 
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The Union Pacific Railroad, Highway 30 and U.S. Interstate-86 run east-west through the 



northern portion of the Site. Most of the land south of the two plant areas is either managed by 



the Bureau of Land Management for multiple use or held in Trust for the Shoshone Bannock 



Tribes. Other nearby lands are primarily used for agriculture with some residential and light 



commercial use.  The nearest residence is within a half mile north of the FMC and Simplot 



properties, north of Highway 30 and I-86. 



Impacted groundwater beneath the Site discharges to the Portneuf River as underflow through 



the river bed and to a number of springs along the bank of the river.  Groundwater from the 



deeper aquifer underlying the Site is extracted for agricultural, industrial and domestic uses 



downgradient from the Site. The Portneuf River flows into American Falls Reservoir, both of 



which are used for recreation and fishing.  The Bottoms Area, a large wetland area located 



approximately 3 miles downgradient of the Site, is used by the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes for 



many uses including traditional and ceremonial activities. 



Projected land uses in the area are expected to remain relatively unchanged. However, some of 



the agricultural land may be developed into residential areas and FMC is considering various 



reuses for properties at the FMC OU near U.S. Highway 30 and the Union Pacific RR line. These 



future uses will remain commercial or light industrial. 



3.3 History of Contamination 



The Site’s contamination was caused by ore processing and waste disposal at the Site beginning 



in the 1940’s. 



The Idaho Department of Health and Welfare conducted a groundwater monitoring study 



downgradient from the plants in 1976 and discovered levels of arsenic, lead and cadmium above 



federal drinking water standards. In 1977, the U.S. Geologic Survey, in preparing an 



environmental impact statement related to the development of phosphate resources in southeast 



Idaho, detected elevated levels of phosphate in Batiste Springs. They attributed the phosphorus 



to sources at the Site. Additional sampling and studies have found high levels of phosphorus, 



mercury, arsenic and cadmium in Batiste Springs. In 1987, an EPA inspection of both plants 



found that groundwater contained metals at concentrations exceeding maximum contaminant 



levels (MCLs). EPA also found elevated levels of cadmium, chloride, total chromium, copper, 



fluoride and selenium in pond, waste and soil samples. 



In 1999, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) prepared a Water Body 



Assessment and a TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) for phosphorus for the Portneuf River.  



The TMDL concluded that the springs north of source areas of the EMF Site were responsible 



for the largest mass loading of phosphorus to the Portneuf River, approximately 75 to 80% of all 



loading. In 2003, the Portneuf River Implementation Plan identified mass reduction goals for 



identified sources, including an approximate 95% reduction from EMF Site sources. The 



remedies in the FMC and Simplot IRODAs include remedial actions expected to result in the 



attainment of the load reductions identified in the TMDL.  
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At FMC, phosphate ore historically arrived by rail. The ore was formed into briquettes, calcined 



and blended with coke and silica to make phosphorus furnace feed. FMC used four furnaces to 



yield gaseous elemental phosphorous as well as byproducts such as slag and ferrophos and waste 



such as dust, solids and phossy solids. FMC used slag, which is a source of gamma radiation, and 



other waste material as fill to grade its property and expand its operations area. The current 



conceptual model, based on available information indicates that the molten elemental 



phosphorous also leaked from the furnace building into the soil and formed a now-solid plume 



beneath the Former FMC Elemental Phosphorus Production Area. The nature and extent of 



solidified phosphorous has not been well defined because of the risk posed to workers when 



recovering drill cuttings with elemental phosphorus in them. Depending upon the time frame, the 



aqueous streams, such as phossy water/solids, precipitator slurry, calciner water/solids and 



industrial wastewater, were managed in unlined or lined surface impoundments, some of which 



were subject to regulation under RCRA. 



Historically the Simplot Don Plant also received phosphate ore by rail but the ore is now slurried 



at the mine and transported to the plant by pipeline. At the Don Plant, the slurry is reacted with 



sulfuric acid to produce phosphoric acid and byproduct gypsum (calcium sulfate). The 



phosphoric acid is used to make various grades of fertilizer while the gypsum byproduct is 



slurried with water and transported to the gypsum stack south of the main plant. 



The gypstack was originally constructed on bare ground and did not include any barrier between 



the waste and the groundwater, thus allowing low pH process water to percolate down through 



the gypstack to groundwater. There have also been incidental releases throughout the main plant 



operating area that have contributed to COCs in the groundwater. 



Air emissions from the operating facilities dispersed contaminants to surface soils in the vicinity 



of the plants. Historically, the soil concentrations in some areas were at levels of potential 



concern and thus were addressed in the remedy for the Site. Current emissions from the Simplot 



Don Plant are regulated by the State of Idaho. 
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Figure 1: Site Location Map 



Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for 



informational purposes only regarding EPA’s response actions at the Site. 
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Figure 2: Detailed Site Map 



Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational purposes only regarding EPA’s response 



actions at the Site. 
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3.4 Initial Response 



EPA listed the Site on the National Priorities List (NPL) on August 30, 1990. EPA, FMC and 



Simplot negotiated an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), under which FMC and Simplot 



agreed to conduct a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) for the Site. EPA issued the 



AOC on May 30, 1991. 



After EPA issued the RI/FS AOC, both FMC and Simplot completed a number of actions to 



address environmental releases at the Site. The following actions took place at FMC between 



1991 and issuance of the ROD in 1998: 



 The slag pit sump was dewatered in March 1991. 



 The John Zink Scrubbers were placed in service in December 1991 with the goal of 



reducing radionuclide air emissions. 



 The railroad swale, an area that received stormwater runoff from the operating areas of 



the plant, was partially lined in 1994. 



 Approximately 5 miles of formerly unpaved roadways and 200,000 square feet of 



formerly unpaved non-roadway plant areas were paved. 



 A new, lined solar drying area for Calciner pond solids was constructed and placed into 



operation in 1993. 



 Use of septic systems were eliminated and the entire facility connected to the municipal 



sanitary sewer system during 1995. 



 A new system for waste management of precipitator slurry was initiated, using lime 



precipitation. 



 To control fugitive dust, in 1995 coke unloading was enclosed and dust collected and 



recycled to the process. 



 In August 1993, ventilation and dust collection for ore screening and crushing was 



improved. 



 From 1992 to 1995, furnace tap hoods were modified for chill pits areas to improve 



collection of emissions from slag and ferrophos tapping. 



 The furnace, proportioning, briquetting and shale buildings were tightened in 1994 to 



reduce fugitive emissions. 



 In 1996, the recycling hopper at the ore crusher was improved, and a windscreen was 



installed to reduce fugitive emissions. 



At Simplot, the following actions were taken between 1991 and 1998: 



	 An unlined ditch transporting water to the treatment pond, was excavated and replaced by 



sealed pipe. 



	 Liners were installed in holding ponds in the irrigation water treatment system. 



	 The leaking transfer line between the nitrogen solutions plant and the urea ammonium nitrate 



storage tank was repaired. 



	 The gypsum thickeners in the phosphoric acid plant were upgraded to reduce the water 



content of the slurry sent to the stack. 
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 Use of chemical flocculants in the gypsum thickeners was initiated to increase the solids 



content and improve the settling characteristics of the slurry. 



 The calciners were decommissioned in 1992, thus reducing air emissions. 



 Some roads within the phosphoric acid plant area were paved to reduce fugitive air 



emissions. 



 Air emission control systems were installed and upgraded within the plant area. 



3.5 Basis for Taking Action 



Phosphate ore is/was the primary raw material for both the FMC and Simplot operations.  



Contaminants of Concern (COC) at the Site are primarily linked to constituents of the phosphate 



ore as well as sulfur and nitrogen used in the Simplot process. Several release mechanisms of 



contaminants into the surrounding environment were identified, including storage and handling 



of products, byproducts, wastes and emissions from the two facilities. Primary constituents of the 



phosphate ore are calcium, phosphorus and fluoride. The ore also contains trace concentrations 



of other elements including arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, vanadium and zinc as well 



as thorium and uranium-238 (and their decay products). Primary risks at the Site are excess risks 



to human health and the environment from exposure to contaminated soil, groundwater, surface 



water and air.  



COCs in soil were derived from the ore or byproducts of processing the ore. At the FMC OU, 



elemental phosphorus in the soil at concentrations exceeding 1,000 milligrams per kilogram 



(mg/kg) were determined to present a significant risk to human health and the environment if 



exposure were to occur. There was also a potential risk for exposure to toxic gases if elemental 



phosphorus combusts in the presence of oxygen. EPA determined radium-226 to be a primary 



COC in surface soil at the FMC OU because of risks associated with gamma exposure. The 



incremental radiological cancer risks for the exposure pathways arising from soil were 



determined to be due mainly to external radiation exposure. At some locations the exposure point 



concentrations are comparable to background levels, but at the locations with the higher 



incremental radiological cancer risks the exposure point concentrations are at least 1.5 times 



background levels. 



The greatest estimated incremental radiological cancer risks to potential future FMC and Simplot 



plant area workers that were identified in the RI were from inhalation of radon in buildings that 



may be constructed on or near soils containing radioactive contaminants, use of contaminated 



site groundwater as drinking water, and external radiation exposure from radionuclides in the 



soil. 



Groundwater COCs include fluoride, arsenic and phosphorus. Human health risks posed by 



COCs in groundwater are primarily associated with ingestion of arsenic in drinking water. 



However, risks posed by phosphorus are primarily associated with excessive phosphorus loading 



of surface water, resulting in significant alteration or loss of ecological habitat and the decline of 



various species. 



Following signing of the 1998 ROD, EPA further evaluated the data and information available 



regarding the extent and impact of phosphorus loading to the Portneuf River from the Site. The 
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two primary sources of phosphorus loading to groundwater identified was migration of process 



waters percolating through the gypsum stack and releases within the Simplot Don Plant.  These 



releases are contributing to the phosphorus loading to the Portneuf River and have resulted in 



significant reduction in the natural dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in the river.  Reduced DO 



results in substantial risk to ecological receptors including morbidity, mortality, reproduction and 



growth effects on biota.  These ecological effects are the basis for the need to implement the 



interim groundwater remedies selected in the FMC and Simplot IRODAs. 



Potential risks of adverse effects of fluoride on resident plant and wildlife species of the 



sagebrush steppe ecosystem were identified in the RI. The estimated risks of fluoride to native 



biota are only marginally above the threshold for toxic effects, and by inference the species at 



risk may be marginally but not severely affected. However, the ecological risk assessments did 



not consider risks to domestic cattle or bison grazing on forage downwind from the Site. 



4.0 Remedial Actions 



4.1 Remedy Selection 



EPA signed the Site’s initial Record of Decision (ROD) on June 8, 1998. The selected remedy 



established two OUs and identified actions for the Off-Plant Area that were included in each of 



the two OUs. The Off-Plant Area was later defined as the Off-Plant OU. 



FMC OU 



The Site’s initial 1998 ROD included both groundwater and soil remedies for the FMC OU. 



Following closure of the plant in 2001, EPA concluded that further investigatory work would be 



required, including characterization of the Former Elemental Phosphorus Production Area. 



FMC implemented some limited remedial actions selected under the 1998 ROD but this work 



was not done under an EPA enforcement order and oversight by EPA was limited.  EPA and 



FMC entered into an AOC to conduct a supplemental RI/FS in October 2003 that required FMC 



to investigate and evaluate the FMC OU areas that were not investigated under the 1991 RI/FS 



AOC and determine whether additional actions were needed to protect human health and the 



environment. 



Based on the findings of the Supplemental RI/FS and the need for additional actions to reduce 



arsenic, phosphorus and other COCs in groundwater migrating off the FMC OU and into the 



Portneuf River, EPA issued the Interim ROD Amendment (IRODA) for FMC on September 27, 



2012. This 2012 IRODA replaced the remedial action objectives (RAOs) and the remedy for the 



FMC OU originally selected in the 1998 ROD. The RAOs in the 2012 FMC IRODA are as 



follows: 



 Prevent human exposure via all potential pathways (external gamma radiation exposure, 



inhalation of radon in potential future buildings, incidental soil ingestion, dermal absorption 



and fugitive dust inhalation) to soils and solids contaminated with COCs that would result in 



an unacceptable risk to human health assuming current or reasonably anticipated future land 



use. 
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	 Minimize generation of, and prevent exposure to, phosphine and other gases that represent an 



unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. 



	 Prevent direct exposure to elemental phosphorus under conditions that may cause it to 



spontaneously combust, posing a fire hazard as well as resultant air emissions that represent a 



significant threat to human health or the environment, and prevent such conditions. 



	 Prevent potential ingestion of groundwater containing COCs in concentrations exceeding 



risk-based concentrations (RBCs) or ARARs, or site-specific background concentrations if 



RBCs or ARARs are more stringent than background. 



	 Reduce the release and migration of COCs to the groundwater from FMC OU sources 



resulting in concentrations in groundwater exceeding RBCs or ARARs, or site-specific 



background if RBCs or ARARs are more stringent than background. 



	 Restore groundwater that has been impacted by the FMC OU to meet RBCs or ARARs for 



COCs, or site-specific background levels if RBCs or ARARs are more stringent than 



background, within a reasonable restoration timeframe. 



	 Reduce the release and migration of COCs to surface water from FMC OU sources at 



concentrations exceeding RBCs or ARARs, including water quality criteria pursuant to 



Sections 303 and 304 of the Clean Water Act. 



The FMC OU selected interim remedy addresses metals, radionuclides, elemental phosphorus 



and other COCs identified in soils, fill and groundwater. The amendment was issued as an 



Interim ROD Amendment rather than a Final ROD Amendment because the timeframe for 



achieving groundwater restoration is uncertain and because of the uncertain status of the Tribes’ 



soil cleanup standards as ARARs under CERCLA. The selected interim remedy for the FMC OU 



is described below. 



	 Place evapotranspiration caps over areas that contain non-slag fill (such as elemental 



phosphorus, phossy solids, precipitator solids, kiln scrubber solids, industrial waste water 



sediments, calciner pond solids, calcined ore and plant/construction landfill debris) to (1) 



prevent migration of contaminants to groundwater, preventing the infiltration of rainwater, 



and (2) prevent direct contact with contaminants by current and or future workers. 



	 Place gamma radiation protective soil covers containing approximately 12 inches of soil 



cover over areas containing slag fill, ore stockpiles and the former Bannock Paving areas to 



prevent the exposure to gamma radiation and fugitive dust by potential future workers. 



	 Excavate contaminated soil from Parcel 3 of FMC’s Northern Properties, also known as RA-



J, and consolidate onto the Former Operations Area to prevent exposure of residents and 



future workers to elevated levels of radionuclides in surface soil. 



	 Clean underground reinforced concrete pipes that contain elemental phosphorus and 



radionuclides to prevent exposure to potential future workers. 



	 Install an interim groundwater extraction/treatment system to contain contaminated 



groundwater, thereby prevent contaminated groundwater from migrating beyond the FMC 



OU and into the Simplot OU and/or adjoining springs or the Portneuf River. Extracted 



groundwater will either be treated within the FMC OU to drinking water standards and/or 



risk-based cleanup levels and discharged to an infiltration basin within the FMC OU, where 



it would percolate down to recharge groundwater or evaporate into the atmosphere, or 



pumped to a municipal treatment facility in Pocatello for treatment and release in accordance 



with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
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	 Implement a long-term groundwater monitoring program to evaluate the performance of the 



soil and groundwater remedial actions (to determine their effectiveness in reaching the 



cleanup levels), and provide information needed for developing a final groundwater remedy 



if the current interim remedy cannot meet cleanup requirements within an acceptable 



timeframe. 



	 Implement a gas monitoring program at the FMC OU capped ponds (also referred to as 



CERCLA Ponds to distinguish them from the RCRA-regulated ponds) and subsurface areas 



where elemental phosphorus is present, to identify potential phosphine and other potential 



gas generation at concentrations that could pose a risk to human health. 



	 Implement and maintain institutional controls that include environmental land use easements 



that prohibit activities that may disturb remedies (such as digging in capped areas) and 



restrict the use of contaminated groundwater. 



 Install engineering controls or barriers, such as additional fencing to further limit site access. 



 Implement a remedy management system to integrate the existing RCRA Pond caps with the 



development of new caps, access roads, groundwater extraction system and utility lines. 



	 Implement an FMC OU-wide stormwater runoff management plan to minimize cap erosion 



and the infiltration of COCs to groundwater, including FMC OU-wide grading and the 



collection of stormwater in retention basins. 



	 Conduct operations and maintenance of implemented remedial actions. 



Although 16 soil COCs were identified, cleanup levels were only established for five 



constituents that were found to be the risk drivers for surface soils. Cleanup levels have been 



defined for arsenic, cadmium, fluoride, lead-210 and radium-226. Caps or soil covers will be 



installed over all areas in the former operations area known to contain waste and with surface 



soils that exceed the soil cleanup levels for the five risk driver COCs. Gamma radiation 



protective soil covers will be placed over areas containing slag fill, ore stockpiles and the former 



Bannock Paving areas to prevent the exposure to gamma radiation and fugitive dust by potential 



future workers. Evapotranspiration caps will be placed over areas that contain non-slag fill to 



prevent migration of contaminants to groundwater, preventing the infiltration of rainwater, and 



prevent direct contact with contaminants by current and or future workers. Cleanup levels 



established for the risk drivers for groundwater and soil COCs in the 2012 FMC IRODA are 



presented in Table 2. 



The 2012 FMC IRODA clarifies that other actions, including closure and compliance actions 



under RCRA, have been and continue to be performed at RCRA-regulated units of the FMC 



elemental phosphorous plant. The RCRA-regulated ponds are not part of the FMC OU and 



remain regulated under RCRA. The RCRA Ponds are also subject to a Unilateral Administrative 



Order issued by EPA in 2010 requiring monitoring to determine the nature and extent of releases 



of phosphine gas from the RCRA ponds and the extraction and treatment of phosphine gas as 



required by the Order. 
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Figure 3: FMC OU Features 



Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational purposes only regarding EPA’s response 



actions at the Site. 
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Simplot OU 



The remedies selected in the 1998 ROD for the Simplot OU addressed exposure from 



groundwater, air and soil sources. On May 9, 2002 EPA and Simplot entered into a Consent 



Decree to implement these remedies.  



Following signing of the 1998 ROD, EPA further evaluated the data and information available 



regarding the extent and impact of phosphorus loading to the Portneuf River from the Site. EPA 



subsequently determined that augmentation of the selected remedy utilizing additional actions 



was necessary to address risks to aquatic receptors in the Portneuf River posed by elevated 



phosphorus levels.  



EPA issued the IRODA for the Simplot OU on January 20, 2010. The IRODA added the 



hazardous substance phosphoric acid (measured as total phosphorus or dissolved 



orthophosphorus and referred to as phosphorus) as a COC and required additional ground water 



extraction, a synthetic liner be installed on the receiving area of the gypsum stack and 



implementation of source controls in the Phosphoric Acid Plant (PAP)Area. Selected remedial 



actions for soil and air releases were not changed by the IRODA. EPA issued an interim rather 



than final RODA because the Simplot Don Plant is an operating facility and is expected to 



remain so for the foreseeable future and because additional evaluation of remedial actions are 



expected at the time of plant closure. 



For the Simplot OU, RAOs from the 1998 ROD and the 2010 IRODA include: 



 Reduce the exposure to radon that would occur in future buildings constructed within the 



Simplot Don Plant areas under a future industrial scenario. 



 Prevent external exposure to radionuclides in soils at levels that pose estimated excess cancer 



risks greater than 1 x 10-4, or site-specific background levels where that is not practicable. 



	 Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soils containing COCs at levels that pose estimated excess 



risks above 1 x 10-4, a non cancer risk HQ of 1, or site specific background levels where that 



is not practicable. 



	 Reduce the release and migration of COCs to the groundwater from facility sources that may 



result in concentrations in groundwater exceeding RBCs or chemical-specific ARARs, 



specifically MCLs. 



 Prevent ingestion of groundwater containing COCs having concentrations exceeding RBCs 



or MCLs (chemical-specific ARARs). 



 Restore groundwater that has been impacted by site sources to meet all RBCs or MCLs for 



the COCs. 



	 Reduce the release and migration of COCs to surface water from facility sources that result 



in concentrations exceeding RBCs or ARARs, including ambient water quality criteria 



(AWQC) pursuant to the Clean Water Act. 



	 Achieve source control for the existing gypsum stack and Simplot Don Plant area 



(phosphoric acid plant) within the shortest practicable timeframe. 
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The remedy for the Simplot OU, selected in the 1998 ROD and supplemented by the 2010 



Simplot IRODA, included the following components (Figure 4): 



	 Development, operation, maintenance and augmentation to the extent necessary, of the 



groundwater extraction system to keep COCs levels at or below cleanup levels in affected 



groundwater downgradient of the gypsum stack and phosphoric acid plant area. 



	 Installation of a synthetic liner on the receiving surface of the gypsum stack to reduce the 



infiltration of contaminated water through the stack into groundwater. 



	 Development and implementation of a verifiable plan to control the sources of phosphorus 



and other COC releases to the environment at or from the Simplot OU. 



	 Subsequent to source control, development of protective numerical cleanup levels for COCs 



in groundwater migrating toward the Portneuf River consistent with the Total Maximum 



Daily Load (TMDL) established for the river, and identification of monitoring points in the 



river and groundwater. 



	 Monitoring of groundwater and implementation of institutional controls to prevent use of 



contaminated groundwater for drinking purposes. Groundwater monitoring and institutional 



controls will continue until COCs in groundwater decline to below MCLs or RBCs for those 



substances. 



	 Construction of a stable road surface over the gypsum stack to reduce fugitive emissions. 



	 Excavate solids from the Dewatering Pit and dispose of excavated material on the gypstack 



and cover the excavated area with soil and vegetation. 



	 Excavate solids at the East Overflow Pond, dispose of excavated material on the gypstack 



and cover the excavated area with a new double lined surface impoundment for collection of 



non-hazardous plant water. 



	 Implementation of institutional controls to prevent potential future residential use of the 



Simplot property and control potential worker exposures under current and future ownership. 



Cleanup levels established for groundwater COCs in the 2010 Simplot IRODA are presented in 



Table 2. 



Remedial action within the Simplot OU to address Simplot sources to groundwater and the 



Portneuf River are Simplot OU remedies, not Off-Plant OU remedies. 
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Figure 4: Simplot OU Features 



Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for 



informational purposes only regarding EPA’s response actions at the Site. 
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Table 2: Cleanup Levels for FMC and Simplot OUs 



COC Groundwater Cleanup 



Level in 2010 Simplot 



IRODA 



Groundwater Cleanup Level 



in 2012 FMC IRODA 



Soil Cleanup Level in 2012 



FMC IRODA 



Antimony 0.006 mg/L 0.006 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Arsenic 0.01 mg/L 0.01 mg/L 150 mg/kg 



Beryllium 0.004 mg/L 0.004 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Boron No cleanup level 



established 



1.36 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Cadmium 0.005 mg/L 0.005 mg/L 39 mg/kg 



Chromium 0.1 mg/L 0.1 mg/L Not a soil COC 



Fluoride 4 mg/L 4 mg/L 49,000 mg/kg 



Lead-210 Not a groundwater COC Not a groundwater COC 67 pCi/g 



Manganese No cleanup level 



established 



0.0777 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Mercury 0.002 mg/L 0.002 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Nickel 0.1 mg/L 0.1 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Nitrate 10 mg/L 10 mg/L Not a soil COC 



Phosphorus TBDa TBDa Not a soil COC 



Phosphorus 



(elemental) 



Not a groundwater COC 0.00073 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Polonium-210 Not a groundwater COC Not a groundwater COC No cleanup level established 



Potassium-40 Not a groundwater COC Not a groundwater COC No cleanup level established 



Radium-226 5 pCi/L 5 pCi/L 3.8 pCi/g 



Selenium 0.05 mg/L 0.05 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Silver Not a groundwater COC Not a groundwater COC No cleanup level established 



Thallium 0.002 mg/L 0.002 mg/L No cleanup level established 



Tetrachloroethene 0.005 mg/L 0.005 mg/L Not a soil COC 



Trichloroethene 0.005 mg/L 0.005 mg/L Not a soil COC 



Vanadium 0.108 mg/L 0.108 mg/L Not a soil COC 



Zinc 3.92 mg/L 3.92 mg/L Not a soil COC 



Gross Alpha 15 pCi/L 15 pCi/L No cleanup level established 



Gross Beta 4 mrem/yr 4 mrem/yr No cleanup level established 



Notes: 



a. To be determined (TBD) – PRPs will develop for EPA approval of a RBC for phosphorus. The final cleanup 



level will be selected in a subsequent decision document. 



pCi/g =picocuries per gram 



pCi/L = picocuries per liter 



mg/L = milligrams per liter 



mrem/yr= millirems per year 
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Off-Plant OU 



The selected remedy in the 1998 ROD combined all actions into two operable units, the FMC 



Plant OU and Simplot Plant OU. The series of actions selected for the Off-Plant Area were 



included in both OUs. On July 21, 1999 EPA lodged two proposed RD/RA Consent Decrees 



with the Federal District Court, one with FMC and the other with Simplot, and opened a 30-day 



public comment period. In response to comments received, EPA withdrew the proposed Consent 



Decrees and determined it appropriate to address the Off-Plant Area as a separate OU.  



For the Off-Plant Areas, the 1998 ROD addressed potential risks to humans from exposures from 



soils and groundwater and potential risk to ecological receptors from fluoride. The 1998 ROD 



identified the following RAOs for the Off-Plant OU: 



	 Prevent future consumption of homegrown produce grown in areas of the Site where soil 



constituents’ levels result in a potential non-carcinogenic risk exceeding a hazard quotient 



(HQ) of 1. 



	 Prevent external exposure to radium-226 in soils at levels that pose cumulative estimated 



excess risks above 1 x 10-4 . 



	 Prevent the potential for future impacts to ecological receptors by monitoring fluoride at the 



Site and surface water at springs. If monitoring data indicate that fluoride levels in the 



environment are increasing beyond that observed during the RI sampling and the potential 



for an unacceptable ecological risk is indicated, additional actions, including source controls, 



may be required. 



The selected remedy included the following components: 



	 Monitor fluoride levels around the Site in order to determine the levels of fluoride present 



and to evaluate the potential risk to ecological receptors. If measured levels indicate a risk 



may exist, further evaluation would occur followed by source control or other action, if 



necessary. 



	 In Off-Plant areas where soil contaminant levels exceed a HQ of 1 for cadmium and/or which 



pose a 1 in 10,000, or greater, excess risk from radium-226, implement legally enforceable 



land use controls restricting use of agricultural products grown thereon for human 



consumption due to the presence of cadmium and to prevent future residential use for those 



areas contaminated with radium-226. 



	 In areas not found to exceed the criteria established for land use controls, but was either close 



enough to the threshold, or adjacent to lands that exceeded the threshold to warrant 



notification to current and future property owners if residential use is likely to occur, the 



PRPs shall monitor property use for residential development and inform residential property 



owners of potential human health risks. 



	 Conduct groundwater monitoring in the Off-Plant Area to: 1) determine the effectiveness of 



the FMC and Simplot Plants’ source control measures; 2) ensure contaminants are not 



migrating into the Off-Plant Area; and, 3) ensure that the remedy remains protective of 



human health and the environment. 
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Remedial actions to address FMC and Simplot sources to groundwater and the Portneuf River 



are FMC and Simplot OU remedies, not Off-Plant OU remedies. 



4.2 Remedy Implementation 



FMC OU 



The FMC OU is in the remedial design and remedial action (RD/RA) phase of implementing the 



2012 IRODA.  EPA issued the Remedial Design/Remedial Action Unilateral Administrative 



Order (UAO) to FMC (effective June 20, 2013) requiring FMC to implement the IRODA in 



accordance with design documents and work plans approved by EPA. Remedial design began 



shortly after issuance the UAO and is expected to be completed in early 2016. Remedial action 



construction began September 5, 2014 and is expected to continue into 2016. 



Soil Remedy: The grading phase of the remedial action was approved on September 5, 2014; 



construction began on September 22, 2014. The grading phase is scheduled to be complete in 



the fall of 2015, at which time installation of evapotranspiration (ET) and gamma caps will 



commence. The caps are scheduled to be complete in early 2016. 



As of July 31, 2015, FMC had graded approximately 3.3 million cubic yards of the total 3.7 



million cubic yards estimated to require grading. The goal of the grading is to provide a stable 



surface conducive to proper drainage in preparation for placement of soil caps. 



FMC completed remedial action soil removal required at RA-J on October 31, 2014. 



Confirmatory sampling demonstrated cleanup levels met industrial standards as specified in the 



IRODA. (Institutional controls are in place to prevent residential use.) As shown in Table 3, the 



upper confidence limits (UCLs) for the soil COCs are below their respective industrial-based 



cleanup levels. 



Groundwater Remedy: FMC installed three pilot test extraction wells in March-April 2014 to 



inform the preliminary (30%) groundwater extraction and treatment system and monitoring 



program remedial design.  The intermediate (60 %) remedial design is scheduled to be 



completed in September 2015, followed by the final remedial design in late 2015.  Construction 



completion for the groundwater extraction and treatment system is scheduled for 2016. 



Institutional Controls: The 2013 UAO requires institutional controls to be implemented in 



accordance with an EPA approved Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan 



(ICIAP). FMC has submitted a draft ICIAP that is currently under EPA review. FMC will 



implement the ICIAP after it has been revised to address the comments and approved by EPA. 



Institutional controls will be designed to include environmental land use restrictions prohibiting 



activities that disturb implemented remedies and restrict the use of contaminated groundwater. 



Groundwater Monitoring: The FMC OU has three groundwater monitoring programs: the 



CERCLA groundwater monitoring program, the RCRA groundwater monitoring program and 



the Calciner Pond (Idaho DEQ) groundwater monitoring program. 
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FMC has been conducting groundwater monitoring under CERCLA since the 1998 ROD. In 



2010, FMC revised their monitoring program and developed the “Interim CERCLA 



Groundwater Monitoring Plan.” The interim program will be in effect until a long-term 



groundwater monitoring program is approved. The UAO requires that the Final CERCLA 



Groundwater Monitoring Plan be coordinated with the RCRA and Calciner Pond groundwater 



monitoring programs. 



Table 3: RA-J Confirmation Surface Soil Results Compared to Industrial Standards 



COC Surface Soil (0-2 inches) Surface Soil (2-6 inches) 



UCL Industrial 



Standards 



UCL Industrial 



Standards 



Cadmium 13.3 mg/kg 39 mg/kg NA NA 



Radium-226 1.71 pCi/g 3.8 pCi/g 1.34 pCi/g 3.8 pCi/g 



Lead-210 1.9 pCi/g 3.0 pCi/g 1.36 pCi/g 2.1 pCi/g 



Uranium-238 1.8 pCi/g 2.3 pCi/g 1.32 pCi/g 2.4 pCi/g 



a. The confirmation soil data compared with cleanup goals were presented in the February 



2015 FMC OU Soil Remedial Action Performance Standards Verification Plan For RA-



J and Cleaning Stormwater Piping In RA-A, RA-J Confirmation Soil Sampling Report. 



NA = not applicable 



Dust Control: The EPA-approved September 2014 Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan 



(DCAMP) established a goal of no visible dust to be met through the use of watering and other 



dust prevention/suppression measures.  A revised DCAMP was approved in March 2015. The 



DCAMP requires FMC to establish a particulate monitoring network of fixed and mobile 



monitors and to monitor total suspended particulates (TSP) during the grading phase work. 



Mobile monitors are located in the remedial action construction areas and fixed monitors are 



located along property boundaries. 



Each monitor provides an alert when TSP readings of 152 micrograms per cubic meter or higher 



are recorded, indicating a need for additional dust prevention/suppression measures.  The trigger 



level represents one-tenth of the allowable Occupational Safety and Health Administration 



(OSHA) limit to protect site workers. The relationship between TSP and likely COC 



concentrations derived in the DCAMP was based upon the maximum historically observed 



concentrations in soil, ore, and slag. 



Real-time TSP measurements at each monitor and prevailing weather conditions onsite are 



available online.  In addition, FMC provides EPA, IDEQ and the Tribes concurrent weekly 



monitoring data and quarterly reports.  Based upon observations from EPA onsite representatives 



and data collected under the DCAMP, workers and the surrounding community have not been at 



risk from remedial action generated dust. Section 6.4 of this FYR reviews data acquired from 



DCAMP implementation. 



Pyrophoric Materials: Debris containing P4 waste has been encountered about once each day 



during the grading phase. The phosphorous spontaneously combusts when exposed to air and 



the debris begins to smolder, thus making it recognizable by site workers.  As of September 10, 



30 











 



 



  



 



   



 



  



  



 



 



  



  



 



  



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



  



 



  



  



  



  



   



 



     



  



   



  



 



   



 



  



   



      



   



  



 



 



2015 FMC’s emergency response contractor had safely suppressed, transported, and placed into 

temporary storage about 850 cubic yards of P4 containing waste along with wet sand used as 

quenching material from 200 occurrences (Appendix F).
 



Simplot OU
 
EPA and Simplot entered into a Remedial Design/Remedial Action Consent Decree on May 9, 

2002 for the implementation of remedial actions selected in the 1998 ROD. On November 16, 

2010 the Consent Decree was amended to include the additional actions selected in the 2010 

IRODA. 




Remedial work at the Former East Overflow Pond was completed in 1997. A report describing 



the completion of this remedy component was submitted to EPA on August 2, 2002. 



Remedial design for the required actions at the Dewatering Pit began in May 2002 and were 



completed in November 2002. Work at the Dewatering Pit began in April 2003 and was 



completed in 2005. 



Remedial design for the Gypsum Stack Roads began May 2002 and was completed May 2003. 



Implementation of this remedy component began in September 2004 and was completed in 2005.  



Regular inspections of the roads take place pursuant to an O&M Plan. 



Remedial design for the groundwater extraction system began in 2002 and was implemented in 



three phases. The groundwater extraction system currently consists of a network of 12 Upper and 



Lower Zone wells near the northern and northwestern edge of the gypstack and downgradient of 



the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area. The wells are located to intercept groundwater affected 



by gypsum stack seepage as well as by sources in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area before it 



would otherwise mix with impacted groundwater from the FMC OU and regional groundwater 



inflow and discharge into the Portneuf River. 



. 



The remedial design for the groundwater extraction system was completed in June 2010. Simplot 



began remedial action construction on June 28, 2010. EPA certified the groundwater extraction 



and monitoring system was operational and functional on July 2, 2012. In February 2013 



groundwater exhibiting RCRA hazardous waste characteristics was found at Well 419.  Simplot 



is not currently pumping this well, creating a gap in the extraction system that allows high 



phosphorus groundwater to move downgradient to the river. Simplot is evaluating alternatives 



for removing the hazardous characteristic waste and reestablishing groundwater containment. 



The selected remedy in the 2010 IRODA included implementing source controls at the gypstack 



and in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area. Source control for the gypstack will be achieved by 



capping the existing surface of the gypstack with a high-density polyethylene cap/liner (referred 



to as a liner). The liner covers the receiving areas for gypsum byproduct from current operations 



and include the infrastructure necessary to route the water that collects on the liner back to the 



plant. Water draining from below the liner is extracted by the extraction well network discussed 



above. 
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In order for Don Plant operations to continue during construction, the gypstack lining project is 



currently divided into six stages.  Construction began with the excavation and construction of the 



decant pond in 2009 (Phase 1). As of June 2015 work had been completed on the decant pond 



and lower stack (Phase 1, 2010), north upper west compartment (Phase 2, 2012), south upper 



west compartment (Phase 3, 2013) and west side of the upper east compartment (Phase 4, 2014). 



In 2014, Simplot informed EPA of a desire to expand the footprint of their gypsum stack (Phase 



6 lateral expansion) and provided EPA with an analysis showing this expansion was not expected 



to impact the CERCLA remedy.  The Phase 6 lateral expansion at the northwest corner of the 



existing gypsum stack is scheduled to be completed in 2015 and the final section, the east side of 



the upper east compartment (Phase 5), is scheduled to be completed in 2016 (Figure 5). 



Source controls in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area have been identified in a draft Phosphorus 



Source Control Program.  The program includes regular inspections of tanks, pads and sumps as 



well as upgrades to tanks, pads and sumps identified as potential sources of COCs to the 



groundwater.  Additional source control projects are proposed annually. Source control projects 



implemented in 2014 consisted of 19B pad replacement, #2 De-Flo Tank and foundation 



upgrades, Re-Pulp Tank and foundation upgrades, and ongoing inspections of tanks, pads and 



sumps. 



As mentioned above, in February 2013 groundwater exhibiting RCRA hazardous waste 



characteristics was extracted from well 419. Due to regulatory constraints, regarding the use of 



water with hazardous characteristics as plant process water, and the lack of a viable alternative in 



the ROD or IRODA, pumping was discontinued at the well while alternatives were explored.  A 



supplemental investigation identified a pool of dense, low pH/high phosphorous liquid (referred 



to as DAPL or dense aqueous phase liquid) located in a depression in the American Falls Lake 



Bed Clay near well 419.  A more diffuse layer was found between the top of the DAPL and the 



dissolved phase plume originating from the gypsum stack. 



Simplot is currently implementing a treatability study to establish whether extraction followed by 



lime treatment of hazardous-characteristic groundwater in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area can be 



used to effectively batch treat the extracted DAPL to a level where the water can be reused in the 



plant and the sludge disposed of on the gypstack. An additional objective of the treatability study 



is to determine operational procedures for extracting highly contaminated groundwater over a 



range of water quality and flow conditions. As part of that study a temporary pilot treatment 



system for extracted groundwater which exhibited RCRA hazardous waste characteristics was 



constructed and began operating in February 2014. The results of this study are being used to 



evaluate how to extract the DAPL and reestablish pumping of the dissolved plume in that area. 



On June 14, 2014, Simplot identified that the basin and secondary containment at Sump 6 had 



been compromised and the phosphoric acid and water mixture collected at the sump had been 



released to the environment. The Simplot made temporary repairs to the sump basin to minimize 



disruptions in plant operations and inspection frequency of this sump was increased. Additional 



upgrades to Sump 6 occurred in June 2015. This release is likely the source of the DAPL seen in 



the well 419 area. 
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The Portneuf River and groundwater impacted by releases from the Simplot OU is monitored 



pursuant to the June 2010 Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan.  See section 6.4 of 



this report for more details. 



Figure 5: Phases of Source Control Work on the Gypstack 



Off-Plant OU 



The selected remedy calls for implementation of institutional controls where cadmium and 



radium concentrations in soils exceed specified risk thresholds, fluoride monitoring to determine 



if additional source controls or other actions are needed to address impacts from fluoride and 



groundwater monitoring to evaluate effectiveness of the remedial actions implemented at the 



FMC and Simplot OUs. 



In order to help identify the areas where institutional controls were required, in 2010 FMC and 



Simplot sampled soils in the Off-Plant OU.  Samples were analyzed for radium-226, uranium -



238 and cadmium. In addition, FMC sampled cadmium levels found in home grown produce 



gathered from a site immediately north of the two plants.  The results were presented in a 



Comprehensive Letter Report Documenting Potential Human Health Risks for Site COCs in the 



Off-Plant OU (Hanna Associates, April 2011). EPA has not yet made a determination of where 



institutional controls are required under the 1998 ROD. 



The 1998 ROD also required additional monitoring of fluoride and evaluation of the data to 



determine if additional source controls or other actions were needed.  Sampling has occurred as 



part of a supplemental investigation in support of a reassessment of ecological risks in the Off-



Plant OU and under State programs.  The additional information, new toxicity information and 
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EPA’s updated ecological risk assessment guidance was used by FMC and Simplot to complete 



the Ecological Risk Assessment of Fluoride, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Offplant 



Operable Unit (Formation Environmental, 2010). The assessment concluded that fluoride risks 



were present at the individual level but widespread or significant ecological effects at the 



population and community levels are not expected. 



The potential risks to domestic cattle or bison were not considered in EPA’s 1995 Ecological 



Risk Assessment or in the 2010 reassessment.  Dental fluorosis is known to be the most sensitive 



endpoint of concern for exposure of livestock to dietary sources of fluoride. Therefore, EPA 



completed an additional evaluation of soil and forage thresholds relative to fluorosis risks to 



cattle.  The evaluation indicates that risks to grazing mammals from fluorosis exceed an HQ of 1 



at several locations within the Off-Plant OU.   EPA has not yet determined what additional 



source controls or other actions are required by the 1998 ROD. In the interim, fluoride 



concentrations in forage downwind of the Simplot Don Plant are being monitored under a State 



air permit. 



In order to better understand risks to tribal members harvesting plants in the Bottoms Area from 



fluoride exposure, in 2011 EPA collected soil and vegetation samples from a plot in the Bottoms 



Area.  The results found fluoride concentrations consistent with background levels.1 



Monitoring of groundwater and surface water in the Off-Plant OU is conducted pursuant to the 



monitoring plans for the FMC and Simplot OU.  FMC regularly collects samples from wells 



between the former plant and the Portneuf River. Simplot analyzes data from groundwater wells 



and springs located between the plant area and the Portneuf River. 



The results of the additional studies are presented in Section 6.4. 



4.3 Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 



Remedy implementation is still ongoing at the Site. O&M occurs on remedy components that 



have been implemented to date. 



FMC OU 



At the FMC OU, groundwater monitoring continues to take place. Quarterly groundwater level 



(elevation) measurements take place at numerous monitoring wells that provide relatively 



uniform coverage across the FMC OU. Monitoring is being conducted semiannually for 



dissolved oxygen, oxidation-reduction potential, pH, turbidity, temperature and specific 



conductance as well as common ions (chloride, potassium and sulfate), metals (arsenic and 



selenium) and general water quality (fluoride, nitrate and total phosphorous). Monitoring is 



consistent with the EPA approved 2010 Interim CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan. In 



accordance with the UAO, a Final Groundwater Monitoring Plan will be developed and 



implemented upon completion of the construction of the groundwater extraction and treatment 



system. 



1 Final Report of Investigation and Sample Results for the Fluoride Sampling in Soil and Vegetation in the Bottoms 



Area of the Fort Hall Reservation Near the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site. March 8, 2013. Booz Allen 



Hamilton. 
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Simplot OU 



Two O&M Plans and a Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan are currently being 



implemented at the Simplot OU. A separate O&M Plan for the Gypstack Lining Project is 



scheduled to be submitted in 2016. 



The Gypsum Stack Roads O&M Plan was included as Section 6.0 of the May 29, 2003 Remedial 



Design Report and Remedial Action Work Plan, Gypsum Stack Roads, Simplot Plant Area, 



Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site report. EPA approved the plan on June 1, 2004. Regular 



road inspections occur and rerouting of roads occurs as needed. 



A draft O&M Plan for the Simplot groundwater extraction system was developed in 2009 and is 



currently being implemented2. The plan was amended in 2015 to incorporate additional 



procedures for well inspection and cleaning.  The objective of the extraction system is to prevent 



the migration of arsenic, phosphorous and other COCs at concentrations above the MCLs or 



groundwater RBCs into the Off-Plant Area. The extraction system will operate at least as long as 



the gypstack is receiving gypsum or liquids. 



The extraction system is continuously monitored by Simplot Don Plant personnel. Extraction 



well discharge water is sampled quarterly, concurrent with other groundwater sampling. See 



section 6.4 of this report for more details. 



O&M costs are not yet available. 



5.0 Progress Since the Last Five-Year Review 



This is the first FYR for the Site. 



6.0 Five-Year Review Process 



6.1 Administrative Components 



EPA Region 10 initiated the FYR in December 2014 and scheduled its completion for September 



2015. The EPA remedial project manager (RPM) for the Simplot and Off-Plant OUs, Jannine 



Jennings, led the EPA site review team, which also included the EPA FMC OU RPM Jonathan 



Williams, the EPA community involvement coordinator (CIC) Kay Morrison, EPA 



hydrogeologist Bernie Zavala and contractor support provided to EPA by Skeo Solutions. In 



December 2014, EPA held a scoping call with the review team to discuss the Site and items of 



interest as they related to the protectiveness of the remedy currently in place. The review 



schedule established consisted of the following activities: 



 Community notification. 



 Document review. 



2 Draft Operation and Maintenance Plan/Manual Groundwater Extraction System. Simplot Operable Unit Eastern 



Michaud Flats Superfund Site. Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. October 2009. 
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 Data collection and review.
 
 Site inspection.
 
 Local interviews.
 
 FYR Report development and review.
 



6.2 Community Involvement 



In March 2015, EPA published a public notice in the Idaho State Journal newspaper announcing 



the commencement of the FYR process for the Site, the dates and locations of two public 



information sessions and inviting community participation. During the two public information 



sessions many residents talked with EPA about their perspectives on the Site. One resident 



provided comments via email as a result of the information session and participating in an 



interview. These comments were considered during the FYR process and are summarized in 



Section 6.6 and Appendix C. The press notice is available in Appendix B. 



The final FYR Report will be made available to the public on EPA’s website. 



6.3 Document Review 



This FYR included a review of relevant, site-related documents, including, but not limited to, the 



ROD, IRODAs, and annual reports. A complete list of the documents reviewed can be found in 



Appendix A. 



ARARs Review 



Groundwater ARARs 



The ROD and IRODAs for the FMC and Simplot OUs include a RAO to restore groundwater to 



meet RBCs or chemical-specific ARARs, the federal MCL established under EPA’s Safe 



Drinking Water Act or site-specific background levels if RBCs or ARARs are more stringent 



than background. The cleanup level for arsenic in groundwater was revised in the 2010 and 2012 



IRODAs to be consistent with the MCL. As indicated in Table 4, no MCLs have changed since 



the IRODAs were issued. As stated in the FMC IRODA, when a final remedy is implemented, 



any additional ARARS are to be fully complied with unless a formal waiver is invoked at or 



before the completion of the remedial actions.  
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Table 4: ARAR Review for Groundwater COCs 



COC Groundwater Cleanup Levels 



(mg/L)a 



Current 



MCLb 



(mg/L) 



Change in Standard 



Antimony 0.006 0.006 None 



Arsenic 0.01 0.01 None 



Beryllium 0.004 0.004 None 



Boron* 1.36c NA None 



Cadmium 0.005 0.005 None 



Chromium 0.1 0.1 None 



Fluoride 4 4 None 



Manganese* 0.0777c NA None 



Mercury 0.002 0.002 None 



Nickel 0.1 0.1 None 



Nitrate 10 10 None 



Phosphorus TBD NA NA 



Phosphorus (elemental)* 0.00073c NA NA 



Radium-226 5 pCi/L 5 pCi/L None 



Selenium 0.05 0.05 None 



Thallium 0.002 0.002 None 



Vanadium 0.108c NA None 



Zinc 3.92c 5 NA 



Tetrachloroethene 0.005 0.005 None 



Trichloroethene 0.005 0.005 None 



Gross Alpha 15 pCi/L 15 pCi/L None 



Gross Beta 4 mrem/yr 4 mrem/yr None 



a.Obtained from Table 1 of the 2010 Simplot OU IRODA and Table 8 of the FMC 2012 IRODA. 



b.Current MCLs were obtained at http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/index.cfm (accessed 5/13/2015). 



c.Risk-based concentration for groundwater; value is based on drinking water and watering homegrown 



produce and a target risk of 1 x 10-6 or a noncancer hazard quotient of 1. 



NA = no MCL established for this COC 



TBD = to be determined 



* Only a COC for the FMC OU 



Surface Water ARARs 



The 1998 ROD, the 2010 Simplot IRODA and the 2012 FMC IRODA identify surface water 



quality criteria developed consistent with 40 CFR Part 131 and the Idaho Surface Water Quality 



Standards as ARARs.  In addition, the FMC and Simplot IRODAs identify the Portneuf River 



TMDL: Waterbody Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load and Addendum (IDEQ, 2001) 



as a “to be considered” (TBC).  The TMDL developed loading limits for constituents discharged 



to the Portneuf River, including the groundwater impacted from releases at the FMC and Simplot 



OUs.  The TMDL was revised and amended in 2010. The TMDL endpoints will be considered 



in developing EPA-approved risk-based surface and groundwater cleanup levels for phosphorus 



pursuant to the Simplot IRODA. This risk based cleanup level, when developed, will be used at 



both the Simplot and FMC OUs. 
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Soil ARARs 



No ARARs have been identified for soil COC’s at the Site. However, the Tribes have 



promulgated soil cleanup standards (SCS) for contaminated properties as regulations under their 



Waste Management Act. On December 3, 2010, the Tribes sent a letter to EPA requesting that 



these standards be designated as ARARs for the FMC OU. As stated in the FMC IRODA, when 



a final remedy is implemented, any additional ARARS, including the Tribes’ Soil Cleanup 



Standards (to the extent the SCS are determined to be ARARs), are to be fully complied with 



unless a formal waiver is invoked at or before the completion of the remedial actions.  



Institutional Control Review 



As remedy design and implementation continues at all three OUs, institutional controls will 



continue to be designed and implemented. Some institutional controls have been implemented at 



the FMC and Simplot OUs. They are described below. 



FMC OU 



The March 2014 FMC OU Draft Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan, 



amended in January 2015, partly addresses the institutional controls called for in the 2012 FMC 



OU IRODA. The Plan will be implemented once modified and approved by EPA. Institutional 



controls will be designed to include environmental land use restrictions prohibiting activities that 



disturb implemented remedies and restrict the use of contaminated groundwater. 



In 1995, FMC filed restrictive covenants on property owned by FMC within the FMC OU 



(except the Batiste Spring). FMC provided the Tribes with information on the deed restrictions 



filed with Powers and Bannock counties. FMC provides an annual environmental covenant 



report confirming that the properties with deed restrictions are not being used for unauthorized 



uses, extraction of groundwater for human consumption or growing fruits and vegetables for 



human consumption. Copies of deed restrictions currently in place are available in the March 



2014 FMC OU Draft Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan. 



Table 5 lists the institutional controls associated with areas of interest at the FMC OU. Figure 6 



and Table 7 provide details on property parcels of interest to the FMC OU. 
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Table 5: Institutional Control (IC) Summary Table FMC OU 



Area of Interest – FMC OU 



Media 
ICs 



Needed 



ICs Called 



for in the 



Decision 



Documents 



IC 



Objective 



Instrument in 



Place 
Notes 



Ground 



water 
Yes Yes 



Restrict 



groundwater 



use to prevent 



human 



consumption 



of impacted 



groundwater 



None 



To be 



established in 



accordance 



with approved 



ICIAP as 



required by 



2013 UAO. 



Soil Yes Yes 



Restrict FMC 



OU to 



industrial or 



commercial 



uses and 



prevent any 



activities that 



would 



jeopardize the 



remedy 



components 



Some restrictive 



covenants that 



restrict land use 



to industrial or 



commercial 



Additional ICs 



are needed to 



prohibit 



activities that 



may damage 



or disturb the 



remedy 



components 



and as needed 



to satisfy 



IRODA and 



2013 UAO 



requirements. 



Simplot OU 



Simplot provided a draft institutional control plan to EPA in June 2003 for the Simplot OU. The 



draft plan describes the institutional control program based on the 1998 ROD and the 2002 



Consent Decree. The institutional control plan includes five components: 



	 Preparation of a worker information sheet to be used in annual and new worker training to 



inform workers of potential health hazards associated with the remedial action process at the 



facility. 



	 Provision of mitigation measures to control exposure of gypsum stack workers to external 



gamma radiation. 



	 Identification of areas where gross alpha levels in soils are above the soil screening level and 



provision of procedures to require any future office buildings in these areas to be constructed 



using radon-controlling methods and to be monitored annually for radon in indoor air. 



 Implementation of legally enforceable land use controls to prevent ingestion of groundwater 



with constituent concentrations above Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs. 



 Implementation of legally enforceable land use controls to eliminate the possibility of future 



residential land use of the Simplot OU. 



The draft plan did not include any information on prohibiting activities that may damage or 



disturb the remedy components. A deed notice was filed with both Bannock and Powers counties 



on August 7, 2002. The deed notice identified the properties are within the Site and subject to the 
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2002 Consent Decree and the 1998 ROD. A restrictive covenant was filed with both Bannock 



and Powers counties on May 29, 2003. Copies of deed restrictions currently in place are 



available in the June 2003 institutional controls plan3. Additional institutional controls to protect 



remedy components will be implemented as remedy design and implementation continues. Table 



6 lists the institutional controls associated with areas of interest at the Simplot OU. Figure 6 and 



Table 7 provide details on property parcels in the Simplot OU. 



Table 6: Institutional Control Summary Table Simplot OU 



Area of Interest – Simplot OU 



Media 
ICs 



Needed 



ICs Called 



for in the 



Decision 



Documents 



IC 



Objective 



Instrument in 



Place 
Notes 



Ground 



water 
Yes Yes 



Restrict 



installation of 



groundwater 



wells and 



groundwater 



use 



Restrictive 



Covenant 



Soil Yes Yes 



Restrict land 



use to 



industrial or 



commercial 



and prevent 



any activities 



that would 



jeopardize the 



remedy 



components 



Restrictive 



Covenant 



Restrictive 



covenant also 



requires 



construction of 



future office 



space to use 



radon 



controlling 



methods. Does 



not restrict 



disturbance of 



remedy 



components. 



Off-Plant OU 



The 1998 ROD selected institutional controls for areas of the Off-Plant OU where cadmium and 



radium concentrations exceeded specified risk thresholds. No institutional controls have been 



implemented to date.  As discussed in Section 4.2 above, additional data and information has 



been compiled by FMC and Simplot to better define the areas requiring controls.  EPA is in the 



process of reviewing this information to determine where institutional controls are needed.  



3 Institutional Controls Program for the Simplot Plant Area Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site. J.R. Simplot 



Company. June 2003. 
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Figure 6: Institutional Control Base Map 
(See Table 7 for a description of alphabetical descriptions) 



Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational purposes only regarding EPA’s response 



actions at the Site. 
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Table 7: Property Parcel Information 



Map 



Identification Parcel Number Owner 



A RPD0294-00 FMC Corporation 



B RPD0284-01 FMC Corporation 



C RPD0286-00 FMC Corporation 



D RPD0288-00 FMC Corporation 



E RPD0291-00 Idaho Power Co. 



F RPD0290-00 Northwest Pipeline Corporation 



G RPD0378-00 FMC Corporation 



H RPD0406-00 FMC Corporation 



I RPD0410-00 FMC Corporation 



J RPD0417-00 FMC Corporation 



K RPD0409-00 Simplot Industries Inc. 



L RPD0408-00 Simplot J.R. Company 



M RPD0412-00 Simplot Leasing Corp. 



N RPD0413-00 Ruby Company 



O R3853009502 Simplot Industries Inc. 



P R3853009503 Simplot Industries Inc. 



Q R3853010700 J R Simplot Company 



R R3853010600 J R Simplot Company 



S R3853010800 J R Simplot Company 



T R3853010801 J R Simplot Company 



U R3853010400 J R Simplot Company 



V R3853009801 J R Simplot Company 



W R3853014702 Simplot Industries Inc. 



X R3853020401 Simplot Industries Inc. 



Y RPD0415-02 Ruby Company 



Z RPD0416-00 Simplot J.R. Co. 



AA RPD0419-00 Simplot J.R. Co. 



AB R3853020308 J R Simplot Company 



AC R3853019000 J R Simplot Company 



AD R3853020309 J R Simplot Company 



AE RPCPP044845 J R Simplot Company 



AF R3853018703 J R Simplot Company 
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6.4 Data Review 



Overall, remedy design and implementation at the Site continues to focus heavily on source and 



groundwater remediation at the FMC and Simplot OUs. Monitoring is occurring across the Site. 



Supplemental groundwater investigations have occurred, as needed, to design, refine and 



implement the remedies. Additional surface water data was collected as part of the development 



of the Portneuf River TMDL.  



FMC OU 



Phosphine Gas Monitoring: In December 2010 (MWH, 2010) FMC collected gas samples from 



areas of the FMC OU where elemental phosphorus (P4) processing had occurred historically (i.e. 



areas with a potential to generate phosphine gas (PH3)). While samples were also collected from 



the closed RCRA-regulated waste management units, the following discussion is limited to the 



CERCLA areas.  The results were to be used in developing the long-term monitoring plan 



required under the FMC IRODA. The assessment concluded/found the following: 



 All of the breathing zone samples at the CERCLA areas were below detection for phosphine 



gas. 



 Phosphine gas was not detected in ambient air during the on-site field work. 



 The field sampling methodologies may be appropriate in support of developing the long-term 



monitoring plan for potential phosphine at the CERCLA remedial areas. 



Groundwater Monitoring:  FMC currently monitors groundwater pursuant to the Interim 



CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan approved by the EPA in July 2011. The objective of the 



interim CERCLA groundwater monitoring program is to collect sufficient data of known quality 



to, in conjunction with the Calciner Pond remedial action groundwater monitoring program, 



evaluate potential changes and/or trends in site-related groundwater constituents and to evaluate 



groundwater conditions on an FMC OU-wide basis. Based on the 2014 data, FMC reported the 



following. 



 Statistically significant decreasing trends were identified at on-plant wells in 2002 through 



2014 that were not identified in the 2001 through 2013 data sets, including arsenic and 



phosphorus at well 134, and potassium at well 145. 



 Analyte concentrations in the wells downgradient of the FMC plant are generally lower for 



most parameters (and pH higher) and in a narrower range than the on-plant site wells. 



 Groundwater constituent concentrations in the Northern Perimeter wells remained generally 



consistent with historic results with site-related constituent concentrations of phosphorus, 



potassium, arsenic and selenium remaining below background concentrations. 



Contaminated groundwater is not being extracted for potable use from any wells within the FMC 



OU.  



Dust Control and Air Monitoring: The EPA-approved March 2015 Revised FMC OU Dust 



Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP), requires that TSPs be measured from a combination 



of fixed and mobile air quality monitors. The TSP readings from each monitor, along with site 



meteorological data, is displayed continuously in real-time on a website. Weekly and quarterly 
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data reports summarizing this information are provided concurrently to EPA, IDEQ and the 



Tribes. 



The DCAMP is primarily a dust prevention/suppression plan with an air quality monitoring 



component. The goal is no visible dust and FMC uses a number of water trucks and other BMPs 



in an effort to prevent/suppress dust generation. EPA representatives, who are on site during 



most remedial action construction work, have reported these efforts to be effective. 



Based on a review of the available data, it appears that all alarm events occurred during high 



wind events and were reported as regional dust events, rather than localized episodes associated 



with specific remediation activities. In addition, forest fires adversely affect regional air quality 



during the late summer of 2015. Therefore, risks to site workers and the nearby community are 



being protected from potentially contaminated fugitive dust generated by remedial action 



construction. 



Simplot OU 



Groundwater: The June 2010 Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan requires 



quarterly monitoring of all network wells as well as monthly and/or weekly sampling of a subset 



of wells in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area.  All samples are analyzed for six field parameters; 



five general chemistry measurements including sulfate and total dissolved solids; five dissolved 



metals; total phosphorus and nitrate. In the Compliance Area, samples are also analyzed for 



fluoride and an additional 13 dissolved metals.  In specific cases, total metals are also analyzed.  



No radionuclide analysis is currently required under the monitoring plan. 



All data is compiled and reported in quarterly and annual reports.  In addition, data from the 



Phosphoric Acid Plant Area is provided in monthly reports.  The monitoring plan identifies the 



analysis to be performed for each set of data and the components to be included in each report.  



In most cases, data evaluation is limited to arsenic, phosphorus and sulfate.  However, pH, 



conductivity and nitrate data has been further evaluated when appropriate.  All data is included in 



the report appendices and available for additional analysis. 



To facilitate evaluation of remedy performance, three groundwater monitoring areas have been 



established (Figures G-1 through G-3). The first area, the Don Plant Area, includes all 



groundwater south of the northern fenceline and is further subdivided into the Phosphoric Acid 



Plant (PAP) Area and the Target Capture Zones.  Data from the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area is 



used to evaluate source controls implemented in the plant area.  The goal of the analysis 



performed for the Target Capture Zones is to access performance of the groundwater extraction 



system.  The second monitoring area, the Assessment Area, is immediately north/downgradient 



of the Don Plant.  Data from this area is used to access progress towards keeping COCs from 



migrating into the Off-Plant Area.  Finally, data gathered from the springs and the wells closest 



to the river (Compliance Area) are used to evaluate progress towards attainment of final clean-up 



levels.  This data is also used for assessing phosphorus loading to the Portneuf River.  



The following summarizes data and evaluations from Simplot’s 2014 Annual Report – 



Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy. For a detailed review of the data see Appendix G of this 



FYR. 
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Don Plant Area: Data from the Don Plant Area is used to evaluate groundwater trends across the 



OU.  Except as noted below, the 2014 data were generally consistent with historical data.  In 



2014 groundwater elevations and the spatial distribution of groundwater chemistry data was 



generally consistent throughout the year. Arsenic and phosphorus concentrations were highest in 



the Upper Zone near the PAP Area while the highest sulfate concentrations were downgradient 



of the gypstack in the Target Capture Zone Area.  The report stated that elevated phosphorus 



concentrations downgradient of the PAP Area (e.g. well 419) were influenced by facility source 



or sources. 



Phosphoric Acid Plant Area (in Don Plant Area): The June 2010 Groundwater and Surface 



Water Monitoring Plan indicates that source control is demonstrated when the concentration of 



phosphorus in groundwater within or downgradient of the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area is 



less than or equal to the upgradient concentration. While, the current trends for the indicator 



chemicals are generally decreasing, source control has not yet been demonstrated. 



Phosphorus concentrations were documented to have increased in the East Plant Area since the 



initiation of monitoring in 2004. Increasing phosphorus concentrations are reported to be due to 



the long-term operation of the gypsum stack. However, a decrease in concentrations is expected 



after lining of the entire gypsum stack is complete. 



Total phosphorus concentrations downgradient of the Central Plant Area are reported to be 



elevated since 2013 as a result of dense, low pH/high total phosphorus concentration liquid 



diffusing upward from low spots in the surface of the American Falls Lake Bed clay near well 



419. The phosphorus liquid is reported to be mixing with groundwater from upgradient of the 



Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area in the upper zone, and being transported by advection 



downgradient to the northeast. 



Phosphorus concentrations in the PAP Area were significantly higher in all four quarters of 2014 



than concentrations reported in 2011 and 2012. The highest concentration was detected in MW-



377B at 16,100 mg/L in the first quarter of 2014 (Appendix G, Figure G-4), while the maximum 



concentration in 2013 was almost 15,000 mg/L and the 2011 and 2012 maximum concentrations 



were less than 2,500 mg/L.  The elevated concentrations downgradient of the Phosphoric Acid 



Plant (e.g., at well 419) indicate influence of a facility source or sources within the PAP Area 



and have been further evaluated as part of a supplemental subsurface investigation.  In addition, 



weekly sampling has been initiated at wells where a pH less than 5 has been observed, thus 



allowing for a more complete data set to evaluate potential sources.  The 2014 Annual Report 



indicates that source control actions in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area completed since 



2009 have achieved significant reductions in measured phosphorus concentrations in 



groundwater in the PAP Area. 



Plant Area Target Capture Zones (in Don Plant Area): Target Capture Zones are three-



dimensional zones where groundwater extraction is focused. The capture zone assessment in the 



annual report provides estimates of the mass of the key constituents being removed by the 



extraction system and the mass that bypasses the extraction system. Particle tracking is used to 
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illustrate the flow captured by the extraction well network and that moving downgradient to the 



river. 



In 2014, the estimated phosphorus load to groundwater attributable to the PAP Area was 



reported to be 598 pounds per day (lbs/day), an increase from 328 lbs/day in 2013. This 



represents approximately 31% of the phosphorus load from the OU.  



The 2014 monitoring report indicates that modifications to the existing extraction system are 



needed to reestablish hydraulic control in this area. Hydraulic control was lost when well 419 



was shut down in February 2013 due to hazardous-characteristic groundwater. In 2014, Simplot 



initiated a groundwater extraction and treatment pilot study to assess the efficacy of removal of 



the subject groundwater.  The pilot study also included pump testing to get nearby well 423 back 



on-line in hopes of reestablishing hydraulic control. Simplot is currently modifying the 



extraction system to allow for more flexibility in treating hazardous-characteristic groundwater 



from 419 (or 423) while pumping non-hazardous groundwater continuously from 423 (or 419) 



for reuse in the facility, without treatment, and to reestablish hydraulic control in this area. 



Simplot is also evaluating how groundwater extraction from existing wells downgradient of the 



gypsum stack can be optimized to further reduce phosphorus concentrations in groundwater and 



surface water in the short term. 



Assessment Area: The Assessment Area monitoring wells are in a line just north of Highway 30 



and evaluate the effectiveness of the source and hydraulic control remedies in reducing the extent 



and concentration of COCs downgradient of the plant areas. The general spatial distribution of 



arsenic, phosphorus, and sulfate in the Assessment Area did not change between 2013 and 2014. 



Generally, arsenic, phosphorus, and sulfate concentrations decrease to the north in the 



Assessment Area, with concentrations typically higher in the shallower intervals. Simplot 



identified elevated phosphorus concentrations of 610 mg/L at well 532B due to transport from 



the well 419 area. Arsenic concentrations were above the MCL of 0.010 mg/L at wells 503, 518, 



526, 528AR, 529BR, 530A/B, 531A/B, 532A/B, 533A/B, 535A/B, 536A/B and 540A/B. In 



2014, phosphorus concentrations ranged from 0.01 mg/L at wells 519, 532C, 533C and 536C to 



610 mg/L at well 532B. 



Compliance Area: The Compliance Area is comprised of a series of wells located near the 



Portneuf River. Samples are also collected from Batiste Spring and the Spring at Batiste Road. 



The data are compared to the MCLs or RBCs to determine if RAOs and groundwater cleanup 



levels are being attained. In 2014, arsenic and vanadium in several wells exceeded the MCL 



and/or RBC. Thus, RAOs have not currently been attained. The 95% UCL for arsenic ranged 



from 0.003 to 0.025 mg/L as compared to a MCL of 0.01 mg/L. The UCL of total phosphorus 



ranged from 0.03 to 11 mg/L. The total phosphorus UCLs were highest in wells 537A (7.3 



mg/L), 538A (10.98 mg/L), 539B (4.1 mg/L) and the Batiste Springs (2.9 mg/L). 



Surface Water: The Portneuf River is monitored at four locations, including at Siphon Road. 



Phosphorus loads to the river were reported to decrease between 2007 and 2010, remain 



relatively constant from 2011 to 2013 and increase during 2014.  In the annual report, Simplot 



attributes the decreased phosphorus concentrations to a reduction of the phosphorus load from 



Simplot OU groundwater and the recent increase to the loss of hydraulic control in the vicinity of 
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well 419 in the PAP Area. Based on assumptions identified in the annual report, Simplot 



predicted that phosphorus loading to the river from the PAP Area is expected to peak around the 



end of 2015.  Loading from the overall site, however, was not predicted to change significantly 



between 2014 and 2015 due to reduced loading from the gypsum stack. 



The Portneuf River TMDL established target concentrations of 0.07 mg/l (low flow) and 0.125 



mg/l (high flow).  The 12-month rolling median phosphorus concentration is used to define 



progress towards attainment of the TMDL goal.  As of December 2014, the 12-month median 



concentration was 0.47 mg/l and represented a 62% reduction from the 2008 baseline value of 



1.25 mg/l.  A state Voluntary Consent Order/Compliance Agreement identified a target 



concentration of 0.625 (50% reduction) to be achieved by 2013, a concentration of 0.312 mg/l 



(75% reduction) to be achieved by 2015 and a concentration of 0.075 mg/l (94% reduction) to be 



achieved by December 31, 2021. 



Phosphorus levels in the Portneuf River contributed to excessive green algal growth and 



associated reductions in dissolved oxygen (DO). The State of Idaho water quality standards set 



a minimum DO criterion of 6.0 mg/l to protect the designated beneficial use of cold water 



aquatic life in the Portneuf River.  



Simplot has tracked the number of days each year where the minimum DO level was under 6.0 



(i.e. did not meet the water quality criterion). This number has varied significantly from year to 



year but has increased each of the last 3 years. In 2014 the standard was not met on 125 days as 



compared to 82 days in 2010. In the annual report, Simplot suggests that while the phosphorus 



load has decreased, phosphorus concentrations have remained fairly steady due to decreased 



flows.  



Overall, source control at the Simplot OU appears to be reducing the phosphorus load to the 



Portneuf River. However, additional source control is needed to meaningfully reduce the risks to 



the ecological community living in the river and to meet RAOs for the Site. 



Off Plant OU 



Surface soil: In order to review and update the findings of the RI in areas targeted for 



institutional controls due to elevated radium-226 soil levels, in 2009, FMC and Simplot collected 



soil samples from the Off-Plant OU. Samples were analyzed for radium-226 and the results used 



to evaluate potential risks from radionuclides in the Off-Plant OU (MWH, 2010).  The 2010 



report concluded that no further investigation of radionuclide surface soil levels is necessary in 



the Off-Plant OU because the soils pose risks that are below a level of human health concern for 



future residents and workers. 



In early 2010 FMC and Simplot analyzed soil samples collected from the Off-Plant OU for 



cadmium.  This analysis was conducted to help address outstanding concerns related to cadmium 



exposure from the homegrown produce ingestion pathway, Additional sampling of cadmium in 



produce from a garden immediately north of the FMC OU was also conducted. The data and 



analysis was presented in an April 2011 letter report provided as an addendum to the 2010 



radionuclide report. The report summarized the human health risk assessment methodologies and 



findings for the Off-Plant OU. The results indicated that the total cancer risk were within EPA’s 



risk management range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 and the noncancer risks were below the EPA’s 
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noncancer hazard index of 1.0. Based on these results, FMC and Simplot recommended that that 



no further investigation of radionuclide, metal or fluoride soil levels was necessary in the Off-



Plant OU. EPA has yet to make a determination as to whether or where institutional controls are 



required to be implemented under the 1998 ROD. 



As part of the re-evaluation of risks due to exposure to fluoride, EPA evaluated risks to grazing 



livestock/cattle.  EPA used thresholds for the effect of dental fluorosis in cattle based on fluoride 



concentrations in vegetation and soil as an effects benchmarks to assess risks to large grazing 



mammals. Dental fluorosis is recognized as the most sensitive endpoint of concern for exposure 



of livestock to dietary sources of fluoride.  Thus, the degree of dental fluorosis is used as an early 



indicator of potential adverse health effects from fluoride exposure. Results of a comparison of 



Off-Plant OU forage data with the thresholds developed indicate that, at several exposure units, 



risks to grazing mammals from fluorosis exceed EPA’s non-cancer hazard index of 1.0.  EPA 



has yet to make a determination as to whether additional actions are required by the ROD to 



address the risks to grazing mammals from fluorosis. 



Groundwater/Surface Water: Groundwater that flows north from the Simplot and FMC OUs 



discharges to the Portneuf River and several springs adjacent to the Portneuf River. Groundwater 



in this area is monitored as part of the Simplot and FMC OUs.  Surface water is monitored as 



part of the Simplot monitoring program.  (See above discussions for more detail) 



6.5 Site Inspection 



The site inspection for the FMC OU occurred on March 11, 2015. Parties in attendance for the 



FMC OU site inspection included: Jannine Jennings (EPA), Jonathan Williams (EPA), James 



Zokan (EPA), Bernie Zavala (EPA), Doug Tanner (IDEQ), Paul Ritter (IDEQ), Scott Miller 



(IDEQ), Wayne Crowther (IDEQ), Marjo Carpenter (FMC), Rob Hartman (MWH/FMC – 



contractor for FMC), Greg Cunningham (Parsons – contractor for FMC), Kelly Wright 



(Shoshone-Bannock Tribes), Susan Hanson (technical consultant to the Shoshone-Bannock 



Tribes), Treat Suomi (Skeo Solutions – contractor for EPA) and Emily Chi (Skeo Solutions – 



contractor for EPA). 



The group first received a safety briefing and summary of recent site activities. The participants 



toured the FMC OU to observe the condition of all remedial components, including site fencing, 



monitoring wells, re-grading activities, and Calciner Ponds. The group observed different 



remediation areas, including some areas that were part of the 2014 site-wide regrading activities. 



The group also observed and walked on the vegetated cap of Calciner Pond 5C and saw the area 



that will receive the evapotranspiration and soil gamma caps in the future. The group observed 



the fence separating the RCRA ponds from the FMC OU and drove through the RCRA pond area 



to observe the various ponds. 



The FMC OU was well-maintained overall. Fencing surrounds the entire FMC property. High 



security-type fencing restricts access from road areas and there is a security officer monitoring 



entry into the Former Operations Area. The fencing between the FMC OU and the Simplot OU, 



and fencing to the south and southwest of the FMC OU is ranch-style fencing. Part of the fencing 



in the area south and southwest of the FMC OU has been previously breached by cattle. There 
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are signs that indicate the property is private, but there are no signs notifying potential 



trespassers that this is a Superfund site. Monitoring wells were secure and in good shape. 



The site inspection for the Northern Properties of the FMC OU occurred on March 12, 2015. 



Because all contamination has been removed, the Northern Properties were not secured with 



fencing and all observed monitoring wells were secured and locked (Figure 3). Participants also 



observed the surface water sampling location for Batiste Springs. 



The site inspection for the Simplot OU occurred on March 12, 2015. Parties in attendance for the 



Simplot site inspection included: Jannine Jennings (EPA), Jonathan Williams (EPA), James 



Zokan (EPA), Bernie Zavala (EPA), Margie English (IDEQ), Andy Koulermos (Formation – 



contractor for Simplot), Kirk Adkins (Simplot), Mark Waddoups (Simplot), Monty Johnson 



(Simplot), Kelly Wright (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes), Susan Hanson (technical consultant to the 



Shoshone-Bannock Tribes), Treat Suomi (Skeo Solutions – contractor for EPA) and Emily Chi 



(Skeo Solutions – contractor for EPA). 



All participants met at the Simplot office to discuss site activities. The participants drove to the 



Simplot Don Plant security office at the active operations area to check in, receive visitor badges 



and watch a safety video. Afterward, participants toured the Simplot OU to observe the condition 



of all remedial components, including site fencing, monitoring wells, the multiple phases of 



source control at the gypstack, Phosphoric Acid Plant Area source control efforts, and the pilot 



treatability system. The group drove up onto the gypstack on the gypstack roads to observe 



Decant Pond 1, settlement monuments, piezometers, and the different phases of source control. 



The group also visited the current operations area to observe components of the extraction 



system, sumps, and recently-installed aboveground tank and foundation upgrades with leak 



detection systems. Finally, the participants toured the pilot treatability study area to observe the 



pilot groundwater treatment system. 



The Simplot OU was well-maintained overall. The Simplot Don Plant is a secure plant with 



restricted access and operates 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. 



Following the Simplot OU tour, participants visited the Northern Properties of the FMC OU and 



Off-Plant OU Areas. Participants observed the surface water monitoring site on the Siphon Road 



Bridge. All observed monitoring wells were locked. 



The complete site inspection checklist is available in Appendix D. Photographs from the site 



inspection are available in Appendix E. 



On March 11, 2015, Skeo Solutions staff visited the designated site repositories as part of the site 



inspection. The American Falls Library had limited documents up to 2011, and a representative 



requested that EPA provide the administrative record on computer disc. At the Idaho State 



University Library, site documents were fairly complete, but only available up to 2012. The 



Shoshone-Bannock Library had limited site documents available up to 2010. 
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6.6 Interviews 



The FYR process included interviews with parties affected by the Site and regulatory agencies 



involved in site activities or aware of the Site. The purpose was to document the perceived status 



of the Site and any perceived problems or successes with the phases of the remedy implemented 



to date. The interviews are summarized below. Appendix C provides the complete interview 



forms. 



Shoshone-Bannock Tribes: Skeo Solutions, along with EPA, interviewed tribal representatives 



from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes on March 12, 2015. The Shoshone-Bannock tribal 



representatives who participated in the interview included Policy Commissioners and 



representatives from Environmental Waste Management Program. 



The representatives are concerned about the impacts to their homeland from contamination at the 



Site. They are specifically concerned about groundwater contamination that continues to flow 



into the Portneuf River and into the Fort Hall Bottoms. In the Off-Plant OU, they are concerned 



that continued emissions from the Simplot plant result in elevated level of fluoride on nearby 



grazing lands and contaminants being deposited on food grown crops. The representatives 



discussed at length the inadequate monitoring program for groundwater and surface water, in 



particular the lack of testing radiological constituents that, they say, are present and likely 



impacting Tribal resources. 



As for the FMC OU, there was much discussion surrounding the lack of phosphine gas 



monitoring at the FMC OU workers to phosphate (P205) multiple times a day, and the spreading 



of the slag over the entire site. Representatives also indicated that a major continuing concern is 



the lack of recognition of Tribal regulations and that those regulations not being applied at the 



Site. 



The representatives feel that the cleanup at the Site is employment-driven, and that the biggest 



issue at the Site is that the surrounding communities are not working together. The Tribal 



representatives feel that FMC is steering the surrounding communities and dividing them up so 



that they will not work with each other. They indicated that they were heading into a drought 



year and that contamination could seep into American Falls Reservoir. The representatives do 



not feel comfortable using their water resources due to the contamination. 



A major complaint of the tribal representatives was smoke coming off of the stacks at the 



facility4. The tribal representatives claim the smoke is causing health problems for those with 



immune issues. The representatives reported that they know of one person that got mercury 



poisoning from eating fish, many of which are deformed5. Cattle no longer graze along the 



northeast side of the Simplot OU, and people do not bathe in Batiste Springs any longer. 



The tribal representatives do not feel like they have been treated fairly. They said that when the 



FMC facility first began operations, the Tribes sold ore to FMC for $5 per pound and FMC then 



made millions while the Tribes were only left with the waste. The representatives indicated that 



4 EPA reviewed this comment and found that this was likely dust instead of smoke.
 
5 No data has been provided to support this statement and mercury is not a contaminant of concern at the Site.
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the Tribes wish to install air monitors but claim they are not allowed to because of unknown 



parameters. The Tribes have limited access to areas where they once used to live, and are not 



allowed on certain areas without an EPA escort. The representatives also feel that institutional 



controls and other official documents should be filed with Tribal offices. 



Other concerns of the representatives include a lack of institutional controls for drinking water 



wells a lack of sampling of residential wells downgradient from the Site, EPA not applying the 



Tribes’ soil cleanup standards, and phosphine in the soil negatively reacting to storm fronts and 



pressure 6. The representatives indicated that the Tribes are also concerned about the 22 railcars 



buried in the slag area at the FMC OU, and that EPA is not addressing them. The representatives 



feel that the drilling of more extraction wells will allow contaminants to reach the aquifer, and 



that more information is needed before drilling any more holes.  



Marguerite Carpenter (FMC OU): Marguerite Carpenter represents FMC as the PRP at the FMC 



OU. She stated that the remedies are performing consistently with EPA-approved design plans. 



The site-wide grading phase of the soil remedial action is in progress, but the groundwater 



remedial action is still in the design phase and construction has not commenced. She indicated 



that the remedy implementation at the FMC OU has not negatively affected the surrounding 



community, rather it has resulted in the creation of approximately 35 local jobs. She feels that 



actions are progressing well, but there is no completed remedy to manage or operate at this time. 



Mark Smith (FMC OU): Mark Smith represents Kase-Warbonnet, Inc. as a remedial action 



contractor at the FMC OU. He stated that the site-wide grading phase of the soil remedial action 



is in progress, but remedial design for the soil covers and groundwater extraction and treatment 



system is still ongoing. He indicated that there is a continuous presence at the Site relating to the 



RCRA waste management unit closure, CERCLA removal action and the Calciner Ponds 



remedial action and post-remedial action. He also said that as remedy design and implementation 



continues, there are no current remedial action O&M activities. 



Andrew Koulermos (Simplot OU): Andrew Koulermos represents Formation Environmental as 



the O&M contractor at the Simplot OU. Koulermos stated that the remedy is unique, allowing 



the Simplot Don Plant industrial facility to remain in operation while still providing long-term 



protection for the environment. The ground/surface water remedy is performing as predicted and 



is reducing COC concentrations in the ground and surface water. The focus of monitoring data at 



the Site is phosphorous concentrations in the Portneuf River, which have been significantly 



reduced as a result of implementing lining at the facility’s gypsum stack. The lining project is 



expected to be completed in 2016, and is designed to reduce seepage of process water to less 



than a gallon per minute. Koulermos stated that there have been no significant changes, 



unexpected difficulties or costs relating to O&M in the past five years. He feels that the 



groundwater monitoring wells that are downgradient of the gypsum stack can now be monitored 



semi-annually, rather than quarterly. 



Monty Johnson (Simplot OU): Monty Johnson represents the JR Simplot Company as the PRP at 



the Simplot OU. Johnson stated that the remedy has reduced levels of arsenic and phosphorous in 



groundwater and the Portneuf River. He feels that the remedy has had positive effects, both in 



6 EPA is not aware of any drinking water wells within the contaminated groundwater plumes, 



51 











 



 



  



 



 



 



  



 



  



 



 



    



 



 



  



 



 



 



   



  



 



   



 



 



 



  



  



  



 



 



 



 



 



   



   



 



 



reducing contaminants and demonstrating the company’s commitment to sustainable industry. 



The community has been receptive to the remedy and expressed appreciation for the remediation 



efforts. The local Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have at times voiced criticism of remediation 



methods and schedules. 



Johnson feels that CERCLA regulations should not apply to the operation of an industrial 



facility, and that a consistent differentiation must be maintained between Superfund requirements 



and facility operations. In particular, EPA has set goals of gamma radiation exposure to gypsum 



stack workers three orders of magnitude lower than Occupational Safety and Health 



Administration standards. Other industrial facilities in the country do not have to meet this 



standard. Johnson also stated that elements of work outlined in the Consent Decree have been 



completed, but EPA has not approved the Remedial Action Certification Reports. Simplot 



requests that EPA review the work and approve those remedial actions where work has been 



completed. 



Margie English, Scott Miller and Doug Tanner (IDEQ): English, Miller and Tanner from IDEQ 



completed an interview form by email for the Simplot and FMC OUs: 



FMC OU: The state representatives stated that issues came up that caused remedial work to be 



delayed. However, the preparation of contaminated areas for the cap and cover systems appear to 



be moving at a reasonable pace. IDEQ is aware of numerous complaints by tribal residents about 



site activities and dust emissions. The representatives stated that IDEQ has visited the site 



multiple times to inspect the conditions of the Site and to check the progress of grading/remedial 



activities. They stated that IDEQ is comfortable with institutional controls in place and are not 



aware of any changes in projected land use, and that RPM, Jonathan Williams, is effective and 



keeping the project moving and addressing concerns. 



Simplot OU: The state representatives feel that the project is making reasonable progress but 



some parts are not moving as quickly as they would like. They stated it would take several years 



for the lining of the gypstack to be fully effective at reducing phosphorous in the Portneuf River. 



The state had been made aware of several complaints from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. IDEQ 



continues to implement the 2008 Voluntary Consent Order/Compliance Agreement in 



conjunction with the CERCLA activities so that the water quality target for phosphorous is 



achieved. IDEQ is comfortable with the institutional controls in place and are not aware of any 



changes in projected land use. They also commented that RPM, Jannine Jennings, is doing a 



great job and is a pleasure to work with. 



Residential Interviews: 



During the two public information sessions many residents talked with EPA and Skeo Solutions 



about their perspectives on the Site. Two residents participated in more formal interviews. Their 



complete interview forms are available in Appendix C. Most of the questions and concerns were 



regarding activities related to current plant operations at the Simplot OU. There were also many 



concerns voiced about ensuring the safety of the Portneuf River and phosphorous loading. 



Several residents and community members expressed concerns regarding the safety of gathering 



plants in the Bottoms Area. Residents also expressed concerns about fugitive dust from remedial 
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activities at the FMC OU. There was a fair amount of confusion regarding the different 



governmental agencies involved at the Site, the RCRA ponds, and the current plant operations. 



7.0 Technical Assessment 



7.1 Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 



FMC OU 



While the remedies for the FMC OU are expected to function as intended by the 2012 FMC OU 



IRODA once complete, ecological risks to the Portneuf River are not currently under control.  In 



the interim, human health exposures at the FMC OU are being controlled. 



Institutional and engineering controls restrict access to the FMC OU and land use is limited to 



industrial and commercial purposes. Remedy design and construction are ongoing, an interim 



groundwater monitoring plan and a dust control and air monitoring plan are in place, and there 



are currently no known wells used for human consumption of groundwater within the vicinity of 



the contaminated groundwater. 



Soil Remedy: Remedial design for the soil portion of the remedy began after EPA issued a 



Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) in June 



2013 and is expected to be complete in the fall of 2015. Remedial action construction began in 



September 2014 with grading of the site to prepare for soil capping. The grading phase of work 



is scheduled to be complete in September 2015 followed by installation of evapotranspiration 



(ET) and gamma caps. The ET soil caps will minimize percolation of precipitation below the 



root zone through areas of buried elemental phosphorous and also provide shielding from gamma 



radiation in soil beneath the ET caps. The gamma soil caps will shield those on site from gamma 



radiation emitted by slag beneath the caps. Construction of the ET and gamma caps is expected 



to be completed in late 2015 or early 2016. 



Remedial action construction is being conducted under an EPA-approved Dust Control and Air 



Monitoring Plan (DCAMP) designed to minimize/suppress dust, and monitor TSPs in remedial 



construction areas and along the FMC OU boundaries. EPA representatives are onsite during 



most remedial action construction work, and real-time weather and particulate monitoring data 



are available for viewing on an internet website. EPA observations and review of the data 



collected by FMC under the DCAMP indicate that site workers and off-site residents have not 



been exposed to unacceptable levels of air-borne contaminants during remedial construction. The 



exclusion zone where work is being conducted is fenced and access is controlled through gates 



and a security guard. 



Ground Water Remedy: Remedial design work began after EPA issued the 2013 UAO and is 



expected to continue through 2015. Three pilot test extraction wells were installed in March-



April of 2014 and tested to provide information needed for the remedial design. The preliminary 



groundwater extraction and treatment system design was submitted to EPA in January 2015. 



FMC is developing an intermediate design, responsive to EPA comments, to be submitted in 



October 2015.  Upon approval of the final design, FMC will begin implementing the 



groundwater remedial action. The system will extract and treat contaminated groundwater to 
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prevent it from migrating beyond the FMC OU.  Extracted groundwater will be treated to 



meeting drinking water standards and/or risk based cleanup levels as required by the IRODA. 



Groundwater is currently being monitored under an Interim Groundwater Monitoring Plan and 



will continue until succeeded by the Remedial Action Long-Term Groundwater Monitoring Plan.  



There are currently no known wells used for human consumption of groundwater within the 



plume of contaminated groundwater. 



Tribal trust lands adjacent to the southern and southwestern boundary of the FMC OU are used 



for hunting and gathering. Livestock also graze on these adjacent Tribal trust lands. Access to the 



FMC OU is controlled by a three-string barbed wire fence which has been breached by cattle.  



To ensure access to the FMC OU from these adjacent tribal trust lands is controlled, EPA has 



directed FMC to repair the fence where needed and to provide adequate signage on the fenceline 



warning trespassers of potential risks.  



Simplot OU 



While the remedies for the Simplot OU are expected to function as intended by the 1998 ROD as 



supplemented by the 2010 Simplot OU IRODA once complete, ecological risks to the Portneuf 



River are not currently under control. Human health risks at the Simplot OU are being controlled 



by ongoing remedial activities and existing institutional controls. 



Remedy implementation continues at the Simplot OU. Construction Completion Reports have 



been submitted for three remedial actions identified to address risks from soil and air sources. 



O&M is ongoing for the Gypstack Roads remedial action and has included two major 



reconstruction projects to address changes made during the Gypstack Lining Project.   



The groundwater extraction system is operating and was certified as operable and functional in 



2012. Monitoring results are being used to optimize performance of the system and target 



additional control actions.  Simplot has identified a low pH/high phosphorus pool in the vicinity 



of well 419. Work is ongoing to identify how to extract and properly treat or dispose of the water 



that displays RCRA hazardous waste characteristics.  Simplot has constructed a temporary pilot 



treatment system and has operated the system since February 2014 to test extraction and 



treatment methods applicable to this plume. In order to ensure future protectiveness, the 



hazardous characteristic waste must be removed and containment of the dissolved plume be 



reestablished. This may require implementation of additional response actions. 



A draft Phosphorus Source Control Plan is being implemented by Simplot. The plan identifies 



potential sources in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area, procedures for inspecting plant 



infrastructure for leaks, and a process to be implemented if groundwater monitoring data indicate 



a potential release from the plant. Source control measures in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area 



have included upgrades to tanks, sumps and pads that are exposed to the liquid phosphoric acid. 



To ensure future protectiveness, pursuant to the Consent Decree Simplot will continue to 



perform regular inspections and upgrade infrastructure so that contaminants do not enter the 



ground and groundwater. 
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Phases 1 thru 4 of the Gypstack Lining Project have been completed. The lateral expansion at the 



northwest corner of the existing gypsum stack (Phase 6) will be completed in 2015. The final 



compartment on the east side of the upper east compartment (Phase 5) is scheduled to be lined in 



2016. Completion of the project will significantly reduce the contaminant load moving from the 



gypstack to the groundwater and surface water. 



Covenants that restrict land use to industrial or commercial have been implemented at the 



Simplot OU. The active facility is fenced, access is restricted and security guards are present 24 



hours every day. Additional institutional controls to protect remedy components will be 



implemented as remedy design and implementation continue. 



Off-Plant OU 



The remedies selected in the 1998 ROD for the Off-Plant OU have not been implemented and 



thus, are not functioning as intended by the 1998 ROD. The Agency is evaluating the results of 



investigations that have been conducted since the ROD was issued to determine where the 



selected remedies may need to be implemented.   



As contemplated by the ROD, the Agency has completed additional site characterization to 



inform decisions regarding the areas requiring institutional controls or other source control 



measures. The Agency is currently evaluating the results of these investigations to determine 



where institutional controls or other source controls may be needed. 



Monitoring of the groundwater impacted by FMC and Simplot sources is being conducted as part 



of the FMC and Simplot OU monitoring plans. Fluoride emissions from the Simplot plant and 



fluoride levels in vegetation downwind of the FMC and Simplot OUs are being monitored by 



Simplot under a State air permit. 



7.2 Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and 



remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of remedy selection still valid? 



The cleanup levels for arsenic in groundwater in the 1998 ROD were updated in the FMC and 



Simplot IRODAs to be consistent with current MCLs. Other exposure assumptions, current and 



anticipated land use, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used in the remedies selected for the 



Simplot and FMC OUs are still valid. 



Some of the ecological exposure factors, toxicity values and risk assessment methods used in the 



1995 ecological risk assessment for the Off-Plant OU were revised between 1995 and 2010. In 



2010, FMC and Simplot reassessed ecological risks in the Off-Plant OU to incorporate the 



updated information and methods. The results are presented in Ecological Risk Assessment of 



Fluoride, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Offplant Operable Unit (Formation 



Environmental, 2010). The 2010 assessment concluded that fluoride concentrations in soils and 



biota had declined since 1995 and that population level effects for mammals and birds were 



unlikely for the Off-Plant OU. The results of this study will be used in determining where source 



controls or other actions are required to be implemented by the 1998 ROD to address excess 



risks to the environment from fluoride. 
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The 1995 ecological risk assessment and the 2010 reassessment of ecological risks did not 



address potential risks to domestic cattle and bison. Since excess fluoride in forage can cause 



fluorosis in cattle, EPA reviewed available information on risk-based threshold concentrations 



for fluoride in forage. EPA found that some of the existing data for fluoride in forage exceeded 



the threshold concentrations. EPA has not yet determined whether further actions are required by 



the 1998 ROD to address these risks. 



In 2011, at the request of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, EPA sampled fluoride concentrations in 



soil and forage in the Fort Hall Bottoms Area.7 One purpose of the study was to evaluate if tribal 



members gathering plants from the Bottoms Area may experience higher exposures than 



represented in the risk assessment. The study found fluoride levels to be similar to both 



background levels and levels previously measured in the Bottoms Area. As such, the exposure 



assumptions used remain valid. 



7.3 Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question 



the protectiveness of the remedy? 



There is no other information at this time that calls into question the protectiveness of the 



remedies. 



7 Report of Investigation and Sample Results for the Fluoride Sampling in Soil and Vegetation in the Bottoms Area 



of the Fort Hall Reservation Near the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Booz Allen Hamilton, March 8, 2013 
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8.0 Issues, Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 



Table 8 summarizes the current site issues and recommendations. 



Table 8: Recommendations to Address Current Site Issues 



Issue 
Recommendation / 



Follow-Up Action 



Party 



Responsible 



Oversight 



Agency 



Milestone 



Date 



Affects 



Protectiveness? 



Current Future 



Contaminated 



groundwater 



plume in PAP 



Area is not 



contained. 



Develop a plan to 



remove low pH 



groundwater and re-



establish groundwater 



containment. 



Simplot EPA 6/30/2016 Yes Yes 



Areas in Off-



Plant OU where 



risks exceed 



protective levels 



defined by the 



1998 ROD 



require 



institutional 



controls or other 



actions. These 



areas have not 



been defined and 



remedial actions 



have not been 



implemented. 



Define the specific 



areas where 



institutional controls 



or other actions are 



required. 



EPA EPA 6/30/2016 Yes Yes 



Areas in Off-



Plant OU where 



risks exceed 



protective levels 



defined by the 



1998 ROD 



require 



institutional 



controls or other 



actions. These 



areas have not 



been defined and 



remedial actions 



have not been 



implemented. 



Implement the 



required measures if 



necessary. 



Simplot and 



FMC 



EPA 6/30/2017 Yes Yes 



The following additional items, though not expected to affect protectiveness, warrant additional 



follow-up: 



 Additional community outreach may be needed to further explain the roles and 



responsibilities of various agencies and programs regulating current operations at the Don 



Plant. 
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 To ensure access to the FMC OU from adjacent tribal trust lands is controlled, EPA has 



directed FMC to repair the fence where needed and to provide adequate signage on the fence-



line warning trespassers of potential risks. 



9.0 Protectiveness Statements 



FMC OU (OU1) 



The interim remedy at FMC OU (OU1) is not protective because ecological exposure pathways 



that could result in unacceptable risks are not under control. Source control measures must be 



implemented and the groundwater extraction and treatment system operated until the phosphorus 



risk-based concentration determined to be protective of ecological receptors in surface water is 



met. Remedial actions currently being implemented are adequately controlling all human health 



exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks. Remedy design and construction are 



ongoing, an interim groundwater monitoring plan and a dust control and air monitoring plan are 



in place, access to the site is controlled, and there are currently no known wells used for human 



consumption of groundwater within the contaminated groundwater plume.  



Simplot OU (OU2) 



The remedy at Simplot OU (OU2) is not protective because ecological exposure pathways that 



could result in unacceptable risks are not under control. Source control measures and 



groundwater extraction must be operated until the phosphorus risk based concentration 



determined to be protective of ecological receptors in surface water is met. The groundwater 



extraction system is operating and source controls are being implemented on the gypstack and in 



the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area, but levels protective of ecological receptors in surface water 



have not been achieved. Remedial actions currently being implemented are adequately 



controlling all human health exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks. There are 



no known wells used for human consumption in the contaminated groundwater plume, a 



groundwater monitoring plan is in place and site access is control.   



Off-Plant OU (OU3) 



A protectiveness determination of the remedy at the Off-Plant OU (OU3) cannot be made at this 



time until further evaluation of available information is conducted. Additional evaluation is 



needed to delineate the areas where the institutional controls to address human health risks from 



cadmium and radium contamination in soils may need to be implemented and to determine if 



additional actions, including source control measures, are needed to address ecological risks 



from fluoride contamination. 



10.0 Next Review 



The next FYR will be due within five years of the signature/approval date of this FYR. 
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Appendix A: List of Documents Reviewed 



2010 Annual Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. March 2011. 



2011 Annual Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. March 2012. 



2012 Annual Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. May 2013. 



2013 Annual Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. March 2014. 



2014 Annual Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. March 2015. 



Administrative Order on Consent for Supplemental Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for 
FMC Plant Operable Unit. U.S. EPA Region 10. October 16, 2003. 



Complaint- United States of America versus FMC Corporation. United States Department of 
Justice. July 13, 1999. 



Covenant Restricting Use of Property. State of Idaho, County of Bannock. May 29, 2003. 



Covenant Restricting Use of Property. State of Idaho, County of Power. May 29, 2003. 



Decision Tree- Statement of Work for Supplemental RI/FS at the FMC Plant OU, Figure 2. U.S. 
EPA. November 2003. 



Draft Evaluation of Groundwater Quality Data at Well 380 Technical Memorandum. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. August 2014.  



Draft Evaluation of Groundwater Quality Data at Well 420 Technical Memorandum. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. August 2014.  



Draft Operation and Maintenance Plan/Manual Groundwater Extraction System. Simplot 
Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site. Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. October 2009. 



Draft Pilot Treatability Study Interim Report, Phosphoric Acid Plant, Groundwater Extraction 
System. Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. 
Formation Environmental, LLC. September 2014. 
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Draft Subsurface Geophysical Survey of the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Work Plan. Simplot 
Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. August 2012. 



Draft Subsurface Geophysical Survey of the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Work Plan. Simplot 
Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. July 2012. 



Draft Supplemental Subsurface Investigation in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Work Plan. 
Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. July 2013. 



Ecological Risk Assessment of Fluoride, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Offplant 
Operable Unit. Formation Environmental, LLC. March 3, 2010. 



Email Referring to Government to Government Meeting. Kelly Wright. February 28, 2011. 



Email to Linda Meyer Regarding Simplot Institutional Controls Program. Rick Poeton. 
September 22, 2003. 



Environmental Covenant- EMF Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID, FMC Plant Operable Unit 
Northern Properties, SRIA Parcels 4, 5, and 6. Prepared by FMC Corporation. January 15, 2013. 



Environmental Covenant- EMF Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID, FMC Plant Operable Unit 
Northern Properties, SRIA Parcels 4, 5, and 6. Prepared by FMC Corporation. January 21, 2014. 



Final Report of Investigation and Sample Results for the Fluoride Sampling in Soil and 
Vegetation in the Bottoms Area of the Fort Hall Reservation Near the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site. March 8, 2013. Booz Allen Hamilton. 2013a 



Final Technical Memorandum Proposed Action Level and Monitoring for Fluoride for the Off-
Plant Operable Unit. March 8, 2013. Booz Allen Hamilton. 2013b 



First Quarter 2010 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. July 
2010. Booz Allen Hamilton. 2013c 



First Quarter 2011 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. July 
2011. 



First Quarter 2012 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. June 
2012. 
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First Quarter 2013 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. July 
2013. 



First Quarter 2014 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. July 
2014. 



FMC Consent Decree in the United States District Court for the District of Idaho, United States 
of America v. FMC Corporation. 1998. 



FMC Corporation Air Monitoring Network Pocatello, Idaho, Quarterly Monitoring Report No. 2, 
Fourth Quarter 2014. Prepared by Bison Engineering, Inc. January 13, 2015. 



FMC Fact Sheet, EPA/DOJ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Enforcement Case 
against the FMC Corporation. U.S. EPA Region 10. October 16, 1998. 



FMC OU Remedial Design, Draft Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan. 
MWH. March 2014. 



FMC OU Soil Remedial Action, RA-J Confirmation Soil Sampling Report. MWH. February 
2015. 



FMC OU Weekly Total Suspended Solids (TSP) Reports #1-37 October 2014-September 2015.  



FMC Safety Summit, Pocatello, Idaho. PowerPoint delivered by FMC Corporation. March 10, 
2015. 



Fourth Quarter 2010 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. March 
2011. 



Fourth Quarter 2011 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. March 
2012. 



Fourth Quarter 2012 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. March 
2013. 



Fourth Quarter 2013 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. March 
2014. 



A-3
 











 



 



 



 



 
 



 



 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Fourth Quarter 2014 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. March 
2015. 



Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. June 2010. 



Groundwater Current Conditions Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit. MWH. June 2009. 



Groundwater Current Conditions Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit, Appendices. MWH. 
June 2009. 



Groundwater Extraction and Monitoring System Construction Completion Report, Simplot 
Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. April 2012. 



Groundwater Extraction and Monitoring System Remedial Action Work Plan, Simplot Operable 
Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. 
January 2010. 



Groundwater Extraction and Monitoring System Remedial Design Report, Simplot Operable 
Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. 
June 2010. 



Groundwater Extraction Well Design, Phase 3 Groundwater Extraction System, Simplot Don 
Plant Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. October 2010. 



Institutional Controls Program for the Simplot Plant Area Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site. 
J.R. Simplot Company. June 2003. 



Institutional Controls- Gamma Radiation Monitoring/Mitigation for Gypsum Stack Workers. 
USEPA. May 1998. 



Interim Amendment to the Record of Decision for the EMF Superfund Site Simplot Plant 
Operable Unit Pocatello, Idaho. U.S. EPA Region 10. January 2010. 



Interim Amendment to the Record of Decision for the EMF Superfund Site FMC Operable Unit 
Pocatello, Idaho. U.S. EPA Region 10. September 2012. 



Interim CERCLA 2009 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Plant Operable Unit. Prepared by 
Hydrometics, Inc. February 2011. 



Interim CERCLA 2010 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Plant Operable Unit. Prepared by 
Hydrometrics, Inc. April 2011. 
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Interim CERCLA 2011 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Plant Operable Unit. Prepared by 
Hydrometrics, Inc. April 2012. 



Interim CERCLA 2012 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Plant Operable Unit. Prepared by 
Hydrometrics, Inc. April 2013. 



Interim CERCLA 2013 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Plant Operable Unit. Prepared by 
Hydrometrics, Inc. April 2014. 



Interim CERCLA 2014 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Plant Operable Unit. Prepared by 
Hydrometrics, Inc. April 2015. 



Letter from FMC Corporation to Jonathan Williams Concerning the Groundwater Remedy. 
Marguerite Carpenter. January 30, 2015. 



Letter Indicating EPA Review of Draft Institutional Controls Program. USEPA. April 22, 2003. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 20-January 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud 
Flats Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial 
Action. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. February 16, 2015. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 21-February 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud 
Flats Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial 
Action, Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. March 16, 2015. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 22-March 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 
Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. April 15, 2015. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 23-April 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 
Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. May 15, 2015. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 24-May 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 
Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. June 15, 2015. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 25-June 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 
Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. July 15, 2015. 



Monthly Progress Report No. 26-July 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 
Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. August 17, 2015. 
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Monthly Progress Report No. 27-August 2015, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site, Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 
Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116. MWH. September 15, 2015. 



Open Letter from the Environmental Protection Agency Concerning the Closure of Astaris 
Facility. U.S. EPA Region 10. October 25, 2001. 



Operation and Maintenance Plan/Manual Groundwater Extraction System, Simplot Operable 
Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. 
May 2012. 



Remedial Design Report and Remedial Action Work Plan, Gypsum Stack Roads, Simplot Plant 
Area, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site. J.R. Simplot Company. May 29, 2003. 



Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Groundwater Extraction System Pilot Treatability Study 
Interim Report. September 2014. 



Pilot Treatability Study Interim Report, Phosphoric Acid Plant, Groundwater Extraction System. 
Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. September 2013. 



Proposed Plan for an Interim Amendment to the Record of Decision for the EMF Superfund Site 
FMC Operable Unit Pocatello, Idaho. U.S. EPA Region 10. September 2011. 



Public Health Assessment, Eastern Michaud Flats Contamination. Bureau of Community and 
Environmental Health, Idaho Department of Health and Welfare. March 21, 2005. 



Ready for Reuse Determination FMC Plant Operable Unit, SRIA Parcels 4 to 6, Superfund Site. 
U.S. EPA Region 10. October 25, 2010. 



Reassessment of Ecological Risk from Fluoride- Phase IV, Offplant Operable Unit Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site. Formation Environmental, LLC. June 2010. 



Remedial Action Plan, Simplot Don Plant, Pocatello, Idaho. Simplot. April 2014.  



Remedial Action Work Plan- FMC, Figure 2-1, Site-Wide Grading Phase Remedial Action 
Team. May 2014.  



Remedial Design/Remedial Action Consent Decree with Defendant J.R. Simplot Company. U.S. 
District Court of Idaho. May 2002. 



Remedial Design Work Plan for the FMC OU. MWH. December 2013. 



Response to Comments on the Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy 2012 Annual report For the 
Simplot Operable Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality. November 2013. 
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Revised Draft, Supplemental Subsurface Investigation in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Work 
Plan. Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. March 2013. 



Second Quarter 2010 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. August 
2010. 



Second Quarter 2010 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho- Appendix. Formation 
Environmental. August 2010. 



Second Quarter 2011 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
September 2011. 



Second Quarter 2012 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
October 2012. 



Second Quarter 2013 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
September 2013. 



Second Quarter 2014 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
September 2014. 



Site-Wide Gas Assessment Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit. MWH. December 2010. 



Second Revised Draft, Phosphorous Source Control Program. Simplot. September 2014. 



Statement of Work, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, FMC Plant OU, Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. U.S. EPA Region 10. October 2003. 



Statement of Work, FMC Pond 16 S Time Critical Removal Action Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. U.S. EPA Region 10. December 13, 2006. 



Statement of Work for RD/RA Consent Decree. U.S. EPA Region 10. July 23, 2001. 



Supplemental Feasibility Study Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit. MWH. July 2010. 



Supplemental Feasibility Study Work Plan for the FMC Plant Operable Unit. MWH. Revised 
March 2010. 
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Supplemental Remedial Investigation Addendum Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit. 
MWH. Revised January 2010. 



Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit, Volume 1- 
Report. MWH. May 2009. 



Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit, Volume 2- 
Appendices. MWH. July 2010. 



Supplemental Subsurface Investigation in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Work Plan. Simplot 
Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. March 2013. 



Supplemental Subsurface Investigation in the Phosphoric Acid Plant Area Work Plan. Simplot 
Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation 
Environmental, LLC. January 2015. 



Supplemental Surface Soil Radionuclide Investigation Report for the off-Plant OU. Eastern 
Michaud Flats Site, Pocatello, Idaho. MWH. November 2010. 



Third Quarter 2010 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
December 2010. 



Third Quarter 2011 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. January 
2012. 



Third Quarter 2012 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
December 2012. 



Third Quarter 2013 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
December 2013. 



Third Quarter 2014 Monitoring Report Groundwater/Surface Water Remedy, Simplot Operable 
Unit, Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental. 
December 2014. 



Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action. EPA Docket No. 
CERCLA-10-2013-0116, U.S. EPA Region 10. June 10, 2013. 



Unilateral Administrative Order for Removal Actions. U.S. EPA Region 10. December 14, 2006. 
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Unilateral Administrative Order for Removal Actions at Additional Closed RCRA Ponds. U.S. 
EPA Region 10. June 2010. 



Unilateral Administrative Order for Removal Action CERCLA Docket No. 10-27-0051, Action 
Memo for Time Critical Removal Action FMC Pond 16S, Pocatello, Idaho. U.S. EPA Region 10. 
December 13, 2006. 



Well 379 Pumping Test Work Plan, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund 
Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. January 2015. 



Well 423 Pumping Test and Startup Work Plan, Simplot Operable Unit Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site Pocatello, Idaho. Formation Environmental, LLC. November 2014. 
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Appendix C: Interview Forms 



Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form
 
Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 

Interviewer Name: Treat Suomi________ Affiliation: Skeo Solutions_________ 

Subject Name: Tribal Representatives Affiliation: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

Subject Contact ___________________________________________ 

Information: 

Time: 2:00pm__________________ Date: _March 12, 2015____________ 

Interview Location: _Taxation Department__________________________________ 



Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Category: Local Government Agency 



1.	 What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 



The cleanup is employment-driven. We don’t agree with the waste product being built up on 
the mountain side. We don’t agree with the expansion. Bureau of Land Management tried to 
establish a land exchange behind the properties, and we do not find it acceptable. Both sides 
(FMC and Simplot) seem to be pointing fingers at each other. There is smoke and steam 
coming off the stacks. The biggest issue at [the Site] is: Why aren’t our communities working 
together? (Pocatello, American Falls, Blackfoot) 



2.	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 



There is no cleanup. It’s capping. It’s probably not going to be cleaned up. The land seems to 
be unusable but maybe it could be usable. Groundwater is one of the big things – we are 
headed for a drought this year and we’ll be below average in terms of snowmelt. If it is a 
drought year, the chemicals may seep to the water – maybe American Falls Reservoir. The 
main thing is the water. I don’t feel comfortable to use my resources (Fort Hall Bottoms). 



Simplot will keep expanding, and one day they won’t be able to expand. Then what? They’ll 
fold and close up and then leave the waste behind, like FMC. 



We have questions about the slag pile – the crushing of the slag, concerns about the wind. 
What happens to cattle? Why are we allowing a company to expand on their own waste? 



3.	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or 
remedial activities from residents in the past five years? 



We hear complaints from tribal members daily. One person brought in a photo of a fish with a 
knot on its head (from near Siphon Bridge). Some of them will go down there and take plants 
for medicinal or other uses. The water grows plants that they use in ceremony. 



The major complaint is the smoke – contaminating the reservation, causing health issues for 
those with immune issues. They’re really scared of the contaminants. Air, water and 
contaminants are the main concerns. 
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We feel the Tribes aren’t treated very fairly. Originally the Tribes sold ores to FMC for $5 per 
pound and then FMC made millions and Tribe only has waste. 



We hear a lot about fluoride. The original risk assessment called for an air monitoring program 
but now it’s on the State. We don’t have much confidence in the State doing this. With constant 
violations of fluoride, what else is out there? It’s not just fluoride.  



Concern about whether they’re sampling for all radionuclides. We would like to have all of 
them sampled. 



4.	 Has your office conducted any site-related activities or communications in the past five years? 
If so, please describe the purpose and results of these activities. 



We want to put in air monitors but we’re not allowed to because of unknown parameters. We 
try to go out at certain times/during certain activities but we’re not allowed there. We’ve lived 
there the whole time.  



The Land Use Commission has had some court cases. The Land Use Commission is the 
commission where FMC would come to file permits for use, facility, storage (when they were 
operating). A lot of business back and forth. Various commissioners would go tour the FMC 
facility and do oversight and inspections for compliance. Tribe access in all areas has been 
limited. We are not allowed out there unless escorted by EPA or an EPA representative. It’s 
been a while since commissioners have been roaming on their own.  



5.	 Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the Site’s 
remedy? 



They (FMC) may be moving contamination or waste. We want to hear from EPA.  



6.	 Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are the 
associated outstanding issues? 



The institutional controls need to be filed with the Tribe. Different businesses need to be filing 
everything with Tribal offices. 



7.	 Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 



Tribal members don’t eat any of the fish. One person got mercury poisoning and the fish are 
deformed. There is nothing green around there (American Falls Reservoir) anymore. Around 
Simplot on the northeast side, there are no more cattle there. Sundances are conducted and 
people used to bathe in Batiste Springs, but it doesn’t happen anymore. Before, cattails were 
used as bedding. Now cattails cause itchiness. Lots of out-of-state people come in during 
sundance and they gather because they don’t know the area is contaminated. 



8.	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or 
operation of the Site’s remedy? 
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They will never clean up the water. They’re not sampling for the full list of COCs. There are 
continuous releases from Simplot and what is that doing to farmlands? 



In the original ROD, everything was evaluated on an individual basis. Then in 2009/2010, it 
was on a community basis. Tribes look at everything equally. For example, deer mice. Based 
on the fact that they only travel a tiny bit, they said that it won’t wipe out the whole species if a 
group are affected. 



Drinking water wells – there can be a lot of different owners on the land. Proper institutional 
controls need to be recorded with Tribes. Are other wells impacted off site or in the area? Have 
a sense that places seek out where to go to get permits (anywhere but the Tribe). 



In 2007, the Tribes developed our own soil cleanup standard. We took time and effort to 
develop this and it was EPA-funded. Then when it came time to apply soil cleanup standards, 
EPA didn’t follow them.  



Simplot sells water to farmers because of nutrient value, but it comes back on reservation land 
– maybe Rad-226 or Rad-228. It needs to be sampled. 



The brake pads in cars are just being eaten away. Chubbuck can smell Simplot worse in the 
evenings, especially with rain. We need to come to an understanding – a memorandum of 
agreement. Pocatello and Chubbuck are our neighbors, but they don’t want to cooperate with 
the Tribes. Paul Yokum (FMC) is behind that. They are trying to steer each of the groups and 
divide them up. FMC is in Power County and you don’t hear from Power County. FMC used to 
pay $2 million in taxes to the county and Power County is blaming the Tribe that they drove 
FMC away. 



No one is talking about water contamination or acid ponds. Where Simplot wanted to expand to 
– above FMC – it used to be like an ocean. The expansion they want to do is on a fault line – 
the mountain will just come washing down if an earthquake hits. 



At FMC, phosphine in soil in the CERCLA area around ponds should be sampled. Does 
phosphine in soil have an exposure pathway to humans? In the Supplemental RI Appendix 
(capping document), it talks about how the intent of the evapotranspiration caps is to let 
phosphine in the soil breathe. We know that with storm fronts and pressure, that’s when we 
know the 5,000-16,000 tons of phosphine will react. But they want it to breathe. Is it safe for 
there to be uncontrolled reactions? How much can soil hold this? 



Rail cars buried in slag area – 22 rail cars. FMC claimed that there were none, and now there 
are 22. But the locations they claim – workers say that it’s not the right location. They took off 
stuff on one side (30 feet) – why can’t they do the other side? There was nothing about 
crushing. They said that they would recontour. What they’re doing is more than sloping. When 
you drill holes in the earth, more extraction wells isn’t solving the problem. It gives avenues for 
contaminants to get to the aquifer. We need to know more before drilling a hole in case gasses 
escape or if water mixes. With the buried cars, EPA has the Office of Underground Storage 
Tanks but EPA refuses to address this even though all these chemicals are in the rail cars. 
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 
Interviewer Name: _Treat Suomi Affiliation: Skeo Solutions _ 



Subject Name: _Marguerite Carpenter Affiliation: FMC Corporation _ 



Subject Contact Information: _1735 Market Street, Philadelphia, PA, 19103  
_(215) 299-6210 _ 



Time: N/A Date: 5/18/2015 



Interview Location: FMC office 



Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) 
Category: 



Preface: As discussed during the EPA 5-year review site visit to the FMC Operable Unit (OU) 
on March 11, 2015, the remedial construction work to implement the site-wide grading phase of 
the soil remedial action is in progress, but neither the soil nor groundwater remedial actions have 
been completed.  Further, the groundwater remedial action is still in the remedial design phase 
and construction has not yet commenced. FMC’s response to these questions is limited to the 
implementation of the IRODA for the FMC OU and does not address either the Simplot OU or 
the Off-Plant OU of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.  In addition, FMC’s response 
excludes actions and/or monitoring requirements related to the RCRA Waste Management Unit 
closure and post-closure plans, CERCLA Removal Action, Calciner Ponds Remedial Action and 
Post-Remedial Action and any other requirements unrelated to implementation of the IRODA 
pursuant to the June 2013 EPA Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and 
Remedial Action (RD/RA UAO) at the FMC OU and EPA-approved deliverables under that 
UAO. 



1. What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at the Site? 



The Remedial Designs for the soil and groundwater remedies are progressing consistent with 
the RD/RA UAO and EPA-approved remedial Remedial Design Work Plan schedule as 
updated in the RD/RA monthly reports. The site-wide grading phase is being performed and 
progressing consistent with the EPA-approved RD and Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) 
for the Site-Wide Grading Phase for the soil remedy. 



2. What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 



As stated in the preface, this response is limited to the implementation of the IRODA for the 
FMC OU and does not address either the Simplot OU or the Off-Plant OU of the Eastern 
Michaud Flats Superfund Site.  Thus, historic impacts from the FMC plant and historic and any 
current impacts from the Simplot plant on the Off-Plant OU (surrounding non-Company-owned 
property or “community” where Simplot and FMC releases may have come to be located) are 
beyond the scope of this response.  FMC’s implementation of the site-wide grading phase of the 
soil remedial action has had no impact on the surrounding community. 
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Air emissions from the FMC property are controlled and monitored pursuant to the EPA-approved 
Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan.  The traffic load associated with remedial action 
construction personnel and the relatively minimal off-site shipment of scrap and solid, non-
hazardous waste from the site pursuant to the EPA-approved Transportation and Off-Site Disposal 
Plan remains lower than when the FMC plant was in operation.  The demand for utilities and 
public services similarly is the same or lower than when the FMC plant was in operation.  FMC 
implementation of the IRODA remedial action has had a positive impact on the community 
resulting from the creation of approximately 35 local, temporary construction-related jobs. 



3. 	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 



The IRODA and RD/RA UAO required remedial action for the FMC OU has not yet been 
completed/ implemented and thus is not “in place” for the purpose of assessing its performance. 



4. 	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the remedial 
action from residents since implementation of the cleanup? 



The IRODA and RD/RA UAO required remedial action for the FMC OU has not been 
completed / implemented. 



5. 	 Do you feel well-informed regarding the Site’s activities and remedial progress? If not, how 
might EPA convey site-related information in the future? 



FMC is implementing the EPA-selected remedial action for the FMC OU and interacts with EPA 
and its representatives on a daily basis during the current site-wide grading earthwork activities 
and on a routine basis as the RD and RA progress.  The EPA-FMC communications are 
satisfactory. 



6. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or 
operation of the Site’s remedy? 



The EPA and FMC management of the RD process and construction of the site-wide grading 
phase of the soil remedy has progressed well.  As described in the preface, there is no 
completed remedy at the FMC OU to manage or operate at this time. 
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 
Interviewer Name: Treat Suomi Affiliation: _ Skeo Solutions 
Subject Name: Mark Smith Affiliation: _KASE/Warbonnet, Inc._ 



Subject Contact Information: _1477 Thunderbolt, Pocatello, ID 83204 (208) 232-6276_ 
Time: N/A Date: 5/18/2015 



Interview Location: Kase-Warbonnet Inc. office 



Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Category: O&M Contractor 



Preface: As discussed during the EPA 5-year review site visit to the FMC Operable 
Unit (OU) on March 11, 2015, the remedial construction work to implement the site-wide 
grading phase of the soil remedial action is in progress, but neither the soil nor groundwater 
remedial actions have been completed.  Further, the groundwater remedial action is still in the 
remedial design phase and construction has not yet commenced. FMC’s response to these 
questions is limited to the implementation of the IRODA for the FMC OU and does not address 
either the Simplot OU or the Off-Plant OU of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.  In 
addition, FMC’s response excludes actions and/or monitoring requirements related to the RCRA 
Waste Management Unit closure and post-closure plans, CERCLA Removal Action, Calciner 
Ponds Remedial Action and Post-Remedial Action, and any other requirements unrelated to 
implementation of the IRODA pursuant to the June 2013 EPA Unilateral Administrative Order 
for Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/RA UAO) at the FMC OU and the EPA-
approved deliverables under that UAO. 



1. 	 What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 



The Remedial Designs for the soil and groundwater remedies are progressing consistent with 
the RD/RA UAO and EPA-approved Remedial Design Work Plan schedule as updated in the 
RD/RA monthly reports.  The site-wide grading phase is being performed and progressing 
consistent with the EPA-approved RD and Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) for the Site-
Wide Grading Phase for the soil remedy.  There is no remedy to maintain and currently no 
redevelopment (reuse) activities. 



2. 	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 



The remedial construction work to implement the site-wide grading phase of the soil remedial 
action is in progress, but neither the soil nor groundwater remedial action have been completed. 
In fact, the groundwater remedial action is still in the remedial design phase and construction has 
not yet commenced. Thus, there is no remedy in place for the purpose of assessing its 
performance. 
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3. 	 What are the findings from the monitoring data? What are the key trends in contaminant 
levels that are being documented over time at the Site? 



As described in the information provided under item 2, there is no remedy in place for the 
purpose of collecting or evaluating monitoring data to assess the performance of the IRODA 
remedy. Monitoring data is currently being collected at the FMC OU pursuant to the RD/RA 
UAO, although Kase-Warbonnet, Inc. (KWI) is not involved in collecting or evaluating that data. 
The monitoring data currently being collected is summarized 
below: 



� 	 Air monitoring data:  Pursuant to the EPA-approved Dust Control and Air Monitoring 
Plan (DCAMP), real-time air monitoring for total suspended particulate (TSP) is being 
performed during the earthwork activities associated with site-wide grading remedial 
construction.  Per the DCAMP, the real-time monitoring data is available on-line and is 
provided to EPA in quarterly air monitoring reports.  Per EPA’s request, weekly air 
monitoring reports are also submitted to EPA. 



� 	 Groundwater monitoring:  Pursuant to the EPA-approved Interim CERCLA 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (ICGMP), groundwater monitoring and sampling and 
analysis is being performed at the CERCLA groundwater monitoring well network on 
the frequency prescribed in the ICGMP.  That groundwater monitoring data, including 
an evaluation of groundwater quality trends, is reported to EPA in annual reports.  The 
most recent Interim CERCLA 2014 
Groundwater Monitoring Report for the FMC OU, for calendar year 2014, was 
submitted to EPA on April 15, 2015. 



The monitoring data and any findings from the above-described monitoring programs are 
reported to EPA pursuant to the requirements of the DCAMP and ICGMP. 



4. 	 Is there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so, please describe staff responsibilities and 
activities. Alternatively, please describe staff responsibilities and the frequency of site 
inspections and activities if there is not a continuous on-site O&M presence. 



KWI personnel are currently present on the FMC site seven days per week, 365 days per year to 
perform actions and/or monitoring requirements related to the RCRA Waste Management Unit 
closure and post-closure plans, CERCLA Removal Action, and the Calciner Ponds Remedial 
Action and Post-Remedial Action.  These actions are unrelated to implementation of the 
IRODA pursuant to the RD/RA UAO.  Construction has not yet been completed with respect to 
the remedial actions specified in the IRODA that FMC is conducting under the RD/RA UAO 
and thus currently there are no O&M activities associated with those actions. 



5. 	 Have there been any significant changes in site O&M requirements, maintenance schedules 
or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect the 
protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts. 
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Not applicable, there are no current Remedial Action O&M activities. 



6. 	 Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the Site since start-up or in the 
last five years? If so, please provide details. 



Not applicable, there are no current Remedial Action O&M activities. 



7. 	 Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M activities or sampling efforts? 
Please describe changes and any resulting or desired cost savings or improved 
efficiencies. 



Not applicable, there are no current Remedial Action O&M activities. 



8. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding O&M activities 
and schedules at the Site? 



Not applicable, there are no current Remedial Action O&M activities. 
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.:	 IDD984666610 
Subject Name: _Andrew Koulermos__ Affiliation: 	_Formation 



Environmental 
Subject Contact Information: 2500 55th St. #200 Boulder CO 80305__________________ 
Time: _____N/A_____________ Date: _May 21, 2015______________ 



Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Category: O&M Contractor 



As discussed during the EPA 5-year review site visit to the Simplot Operable
 
Unit (OU) on March 12, 2015, the elements of the remedial action are at different stages of 

completion.  Currently, the gypsum stack roads, the groundwater extraction system and the 

groundwater monitoring system are in the O&M phase. 




1.	 What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 



The Simplot OU Superfund remedy represents a significant commitment by Simplot to 
provide long-term protection of the local environment (there are no human health risk issues 
associated with the Simplot OU).  The remedy is unique (it addresses issues associated with 
an operating industrial facility) and large scale and is consequently being implemented in 
multiple phases.  Significant additions to the Superfund action also have been made due to 
changes in environmental requirements (in particular the reduction of the drinking water 
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for arsenic by the Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA] [which consequently reduces the target for groundwater cleanup) and the 
implementation of a Total Maximum Daily Load [TMDL] for phosphorus in the Portneuf 
River by the [IDEQ]). The remedy has been expertly constructed and is expected to provide 
sustainable protection of the environment while allowing for continued operation of the Don 
Plant facility, which provides significant economic benefit to the local community.    



2.	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 



The groundwater/surface water remedy is the principal action in the Simplot OU.  It appears 
to be performing as predicted and is expected to reduce COC concentrations to meet 
Remedial Action Objectives in the shortest practicable timeframe.  



3.	 What are the findings from the monitoring data? What are the key trends in contaminant 
levels that are being documented over time at the Site? 



The key focus of monitoring data is phosphorus concentrations in the Portneuf River at 
Siphon Road. These concentrations have reduced significantly since remedial action 
implementation began.  The lining of the facility’s gypsum stack is the major action to reduce 
phosphorus (and other COCs) loading to groundwater and subsequent transport to the river.  
The project is unique because it entails lining of an existing gypsum stack while the facility 
continues to operate. As such, it was recognized during the planning phase that the project 
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would need to be implemented over multiple years.  This action employs state-of-the-art 
technology that meets all requirements and standards set out by EPA and IDEQ.  When the 
stack is fully lined, it will reduce seepage of low pH process water to groundwater from 
approximately 900 gallons per minute (before lining) to less than a gallon per minute. The 
project began in 2010 and each year a different cell has been successfully lined.  The project 
is expected to be completed in 2016.  Lining of the Upper Western Compartment of the stack 
was completed in 2013.  Groundwater monitoring downgradient of this area show rapid 
decreasing COC concentrations, indicating that the action is effective.  Groundwater data 
downgradient of the Phosphoric Acid Plant area have shown that releases from the facility 
have resulted in a portion of the groundwater exhibiting hazardous characteristics.  Simplot 
has implemented a pilot water treatment system for the groundwater extracted in this area.  
Monitoring data show improving groundwater conditions such that the issue is expected to be 
resolved in 2015. 



4.	 Is there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so, please describe staff responsibilities and 
activities. Alternatively, please describe staff responsibilities and the frequency of site 
inspections and activities if there is not a continuous on-site O&M presence. 



The Don Plant is an operating facility with Simplot engineering staff dedicated to the 

Superfund project. These personnel perform the required inspections and oversee 

implementation of required O&M activities (typically using contractors). 




5.	 Have there been any significant changes in site O&M requirements, maintenance schedules 
or sampling routines since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they affect the 
protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy? Please describe changes and impacts. 



There have been no significant changes in the past five years. 



6.	 Have there been unexpected O&M difficulties or costs at the Site since start-up or in the last 
five years? If so, please provide details. 



O&M issues and costs have been generally consistent with expectations at the end of 

remedial action construction. 




7.	 Have there been opportunities to optimize O&M activities or sampling efforts? Please 
describe changes and any resulting or desired cost savings or improved efficiencies. 



The current groundwater monitoring program entails collection of samples for COC analysis 
at over 130 locations on a quarterly basis. Simplot has proposed optimization of the 
groundwater monitoring system.  The Consent Decree Statement of Work also allows for a 
change in the monitoring frequency from quarterly to semi-annual.  While this would not be 
appropriate for wells in locations where concentrations have the potential to change more 
rapidly, it should be considered for areas downgradient of the gypsum stack, where 20 years 
of monitoring data demonstrate that COC concentrations do not change seasonally and 
change relatively slowly over time. 
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8.	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding O&M activities and 
schedules at the Site? 



See #7. 
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 
Interviewer _Treat Suomi_____ Affiliation: Skeo Solutions_______ 
Name: 
Subject Name: Monty Johnson______ Affiliation: JR Simplot Company__ 
Subject Contact Information: 1130 West Hwy 30, Pocatello, ID 83204 



(208) 235-5674_______________ 
Time: _N/A____________ Date: _5/21/2015__________ 
Interview _JRS Office_______________________________________________ 
Location: 



Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Category: Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) 



1. What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at the Site? 



The original driver for CERCLA remedial activity at the JR Simplot Don Plant facility was 
arsenic concentrations in groundwater above maximum contaminant level (MCL).  The 
design for extraction of gypsum stack affected groundwater was implemented to reduce the 
arsenic concentrations in groundwater discharging to the Portneuf River to below the MCL.  
A voluntary consent order with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality and a 2010 
addendum to the Consent Decree added phosphorus as a contaminant of concern, to also be 
addressed by remedial actions.  The extraction system, voluntary infrastructure 
improvements at the facility, and a prescribed lining of the phosphogypsum stacks are all 
remedial actions that are reducing phosphorus to meet total maximum daily limits in the 
nearby Portneuf River, which receives a phosphorus load from affected groundwater beneath 
the Don Plant facility.  Overall impressions of the remedial activities are that these actions 
have had a very positive effect, both in reducing contaminants to the environment and 
demonstrating the company’s commitment to sustainable industry in our community. 



2. What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 



The gypsum stack lining project is very visible in the community.  Public meetings have 
generated a respectable amount of public interest.  The Don Plant facility has been an icon of 
employment opportunity since the 1940’s.  A general appreciation from the public and 
community leaders has been expressed in various forums for our remediation efforts.  The 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes are also aware of our efforts to reduce contaminant loading to the 
environment.  The Portneuf River flows onto Tribal lands and is a tributary to the Snake 
River. Although sometimes highly critical of our industry, the Tribes have commented 
through the CERCLA process to bring positive ideas to the forefront in our interaction with 
the supporting agencies. 



3. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 



The extraction system is effective in reducing the migration of groundwater contaminants to 
the river. The gyp stack lining will further reduce source contributions to groundwater 
contamination.  Pilot treatability studies have also helped to reduce source and contaminant 
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migration in groundwater.  The concentrations of contaminants in groundwater discharging 
to the river have been reduced and phosphorus concentrations in the Portneuf River have 
been significantly reduced since remedial action implementation began.  All of these lead this 
observer to assess the current performance of the selected remedy to be effective.  



4.	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the remedial 
action from residents since implementation of the cleanup? 



As stated, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have at times voiced criticism of our remedial 
action methods and schedule.  Extraction of affected groundwater and lining of the gypsum 
stacks have never educed complaints from the general, non-Tribal, public. 



5.	 Do you feel well-informed regarding the Site’s activities and remedial progress? If not, how 
might EPA convey site-related information in the future? 



The local community is keenly aware of our neighboring industries.  Television, radio, and 
newspaper reporting has been, and will continue to be, appropriate outlets for site-related 
information. 



6.	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or 
operation of the Site’s remedy? 



Overall, the EPA, IDEQ and Simplot management of the Superfund process has progressed 
in a manner which is consistent with our experiences at other Superfund sites.   



The site is an operating industrial facility and, as such, is regulated under a variety of 
environmental regulations (for example, the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act Hazardous 
Waste, and Occupational Safety and Health Act).  Some of these programs are managed by 
EPA and some by the State of Idaho.  It is not appropriate for CERCLA regulations to be 
applied to an operating industrial facility. An evaluation of how the remedy complies with 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) was contained in the 1998 
Record of Decision (ROD) and the 2010 Interim Record of Decision Amendment (IRODA).  
These evaluations appropriately focused on regulations that relate to contaminants in 
environmental media (primarily groundwater) that have been released from site sources.  The 
IRODA does require a Phosphorus Source Control Plan that includes implementation of plan 
to control primary and secondary sources of phosphorus in and around the phosphoric acid 
and superphosphoric acid plants. This has resulted Simplot performing numerous 
construction projects to upgrade equipment (including elements such as leak detection) and 
to implement a detailed inspection and maintenance program.  However, in general, Simplot 
believes that it is important to maintain a consistent differentiation between Superfund 
requirements (i.e., related to contaminated environmental media) and facility operations (for 
example the process water balance or gypsum stack operation).  This has generally occurred 
in the past, but Simplot continues to have concerns about the overreach of Superfund 
affecting how we operate our facility. 
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One element of work where Simplot believes that Superfund is being applied inappropriately 
is the gamma radiation monitoring of gypsum stack workers.  At all other similar facilities in 
the United States, workers safety is regulated under OSHA.  The remedial goals that EPA has 
set for gamma radiation exposure are about three orders of magnitude lower than are allowed 
for other facilities under OSHA and in the general range of background levels in Pocatello.  
This would place significant and inappropriate restrictions on Simplot’s operation of the 
gypsum stack that no other facility in the U.S. would be required to meet.    



A related issue is that several issues at the site have been addressed under Superfund and 
State regulations. Phosphorus is an example, with Simplot having signed different consent 
decrees with both EPA and IDEQ. This has generally worked well in the past but has the 
potential to cause significant difficulties if each agency requires a different outcome (or a 
different schedule) for the same issue.   



Finally, Simplot has completed some of the elements of work in the Consent Decree and has 
requested that EPA approves the Remedial Action Certification Report.  Although in some 
cases this work was completed over 10 years ago Simplot has received no communication at 
all from EPA in response.  We request that EPA again reviews the documentation and 
provides Simplot with approval that the Dewatering Pit, Gypsum Stack Roads and East 
Overflow Pond elements of work are complete.   
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 
Subject Name: Margie English, Scott Miller, Affiliation: IDEQ 



Doug Tanner 

Subject Contact (Scott/Margie,) IDEQ, 1410 N. Hilton; Boise, ID 83706 (208)373-0302,  

Information: (Doug) 444 Hospital Way, Pocatello, ID 208-236-6160 

Date: May 4, 2015 




MailInterview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Other: 




Interview Category: State Agency 



1.	 What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 



Simplot 
The project is making reasonable progress, although there are a lot of moving parts and not 
all aspects of the cleanup are progressing as quickly as we’d like. 
FMC 
The project has been contentious on many fronts, often resulting in a protracted time table for 
the remedial work to be planned and implemented.  Current site activities, preparing 
contaminated areas for the cap and cover systems, appear to be moving at a reasonable pace 
despite the large number of undocumented subsurface conditions (USC) or events where the 
reworked material begins to smoke/burn. 



2.	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 



Simplot 
It will take several more years for the effects of lining the gypstack to be fully effective at 
reducing phosphorus concentrations in the Portneuf River.  We are struggling with a difficult 
groundwater extraction system situation for re-establishing containment downgradient of a 
low pH pool in a portion of the Phosphoric Acid Plant (PAP). 
FMC 
There is no remedy currently in place at this site. 



3.	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or 
remedial activities from residents in the past five years? 



Simplot 
 I am aware of several complaints from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. 
FMC 
Yes there have been numerous complaints by tribal residents concerning proposed site 
activities and dust emissions, some of which have been featured in the local paper. 



4.	 Has your office conducted any site-related activities or communications in the past five 
years? If so, please describe the purpose and results of these activities. 



Simplot 
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The DEQ continues to implement the 2008 Voluntary Consent Order/Compliance Agreement 
(VCO/CA) with Simplot to reduce the loading of phosphorus to the Portneuf River through 
source control, and groundwater extraction/reuse or treatment such that the Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) water quality target for phosphorus is achieved.   
FMC 
DEQ has visited the site on multiple occasions in the past five years primarily to inspect the 
conditions of the site and check the progress of grading/remedy activities. 



5.	 Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the Site’s 
remedy? 



Simplot 
No. 
FMC 
No 



6.	 Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are 
the associated outstanding issues? 



Simplot 
Yes 
FMC 
Yes 



Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 



Simplot 
No 
FMC 
No, environmental covenants restrict it 



7.	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or 
operation of the Site’s remedy? 



Simplot 
Ms Jannine Jennings, EPA RPM, is doing an outstanding job managing the Simplot Don 
Plant OU Remedial Action.  She is a very good manager, multi-tasker, communicator, and 
she is technically proficient. This has allowed DEQ to implement the VCO/CA in a 
complementary manner with EPA’s remedial action, such that duplicative efforts are minimal 
or non-existent. It is a pleasure working with her. 
FMC 
Nothing beyond what we are currently addressing in the remedy design work plans. Mr. 
Jonathan Williams the EPA RPM is very effective at keeping the project moving and 
addressing concerns. 
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 

Interviewer Name: Treat Suomi________ Affiliation: Skeo Solutions_________ 

Subject Name: Resident #1 Affiliation: Resident 

Time: 6:00pm__________________ Date: _March 12, 2015____________ 

Interview _Open House at Pine Ridge Mall_______________________ 

Location: 




In Person Interview Format (circle one): 	 Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Residents 

Category: 




1.	 Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that 
have taken place to date? 



Yes. 



2.	 What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 



I am happy to see the work going on at the Simplot Plant. However, EPA is not considering 
new violations that include new releases to the environment. EPA claims these violations are 
not part of the current FYR and are not incorporated into the current remedial action. 



3.	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 



Terrible, they are dumping 600-900 pounds per day of phosphorus into the river. Scrubber 
water is being used in violation of their NPDES. They are delaying cleanup activities by the 
use of attorneys. The gypstack is continually rising and they are continuing to discharge 
COCs into the river and surrounding riparian area. They have violations of RCRA on the 
gypstack. They have pending violations on air emissions. It is unfair that the FYR cannot 
look at the activities related to violations from the current plant operations. They say 
violations on current operations are confidential but I think they are just trying to shield big 
corporations. They are failing to follow up on RCRA violations that should be in the FYR. 



4.	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 
emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 



None known. 



5.	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? 
How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 



No, EPA is keeping investigations secret about RCRA and the Clean Air Act. They should 
have a better public information release through the media. The best way is through press 
releases on television and in newspapers. 



C-17 












 



 



 



 
 



 
 



  



6.	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 
supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 



No. 



7.	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the 
project? 



I was supportive for the first five years, but now I am concerned about fugitive dust getting 
off site and the growing crops near the Site. 
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Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats EPA ID No.: IDD984666610 

Interviewer Name: Treat Suomi________ Affiliation: Skeo Solutions_________ 

Subject Name: Resident #2 Affiliation: Resident 

Time: 6:30pm__________________ Date: _March 12, 2015____________ 

Interview Location: _Open House at Pine Ridge Mall_______________________ 




Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 



Interview Category: Residents 



1.	 Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that 
have taken place to date? 



Yes. 



2.	 What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 



Wreaking with corruption, scandal, and do not tell. There is an absence of the City of 
Pocatello being included in the Superfund Site. 



3.	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 



Depression, anxiety, people leaving, people dying of cancer. FMC allowed Bannock and 
Powers Counties to apply stuff around town on sidewalks, but they don’t do now. 



4.	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 
emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 



Not aware of any. 



5.	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? 
How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 



No. They think they do but there is a cover up. The health department, counties, everyone 
passes the buck. The best way to keep the community informed is through the public paper, 
The Pocatello State Journal – The Untold Stories, the Idaho Lorax Group and Pink.  



6.	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 
supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 



No. 



7.	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the 
project? 



No, do your homework. 
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Email received April 19, 2015 from a community member 



To: Jannine Jennings, EMF Site Manager 
Subject: Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 



It was good to talk to you during your recent visit to Pocatello. 



A few of the issues we discussed may be appropriate for the 5 year review of the 
Eastern Michaud Flats Site: 



Wastewater Application over the long-term may pose risks- The application of 
Slurried Ore Water adjacent to the Site, especially when added to fugitive dust and 
cooling tower releases may be a reason to re-sample fields north and northeast of 
plant, or re-sample the discharge waters, as well as River sediments, where ecological 
and human health issues may be impacted by the long-term application of poorly 
defined wastewater. (Potato crops are grown within 100 yards of plant processes.) 



Ore Transport Water- Phosphate ore is transported by a slurry pipeline to the 
Pocatello Simplot facility.  This ore transport water contains water-soluble 
contaminants and sludge solids that are applied by Simplot to the nearby agricultural 
fields and Portneuf riparian river area.  They are also applied in the area wetlands of 
the Portneuf River. 



According to the Eastern Michaud Flats investigation phosphate ore, contains 
phosphorus, fluoride, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, vanadium, zinc, 
uranium-238 (and its decay products) and other elements. (Section 5.6.1).   



Storm water- Simplot is also adding Storm Water to the land application wastewater 
in areas around the site.  But what contaminants are in storm water?  There has 
been an increase in construction at Simplot that may have exposed material in 
the storm water pathway that was not considered in the RI/FS, with respect to risks 
from application of Stormwater to the adjacent fields and watershed area.  Simplot 
does not segregate gypsum waste dust, or other plant waste, from storm water flushing 
at the plant and therefore Stormwater is a source of contaminants not adequately 
considered in the original RI/FS.  Pocatello has received some very heavy rain-water 
storm events over the past few years causing widespread damage from flooding, so 
storm events can cause a surge of water flushing of the plant surface soils that can 
carry contaminants into the tanks used for irrigating crops and be a real source of 
concern. 
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Because the Simplot property is prone to dusty conditions from waste gypsum dust 
and other contaminants of concern (COCs) a re-evaluation of the impacts from storm 
water application to area crops should be considered in the 5 year review. 



Other waste- Simplot, according to their IDEQ permit is also adding “minor isolated 
plant clean-up discharges”.  These discharges were not defined in the IDEQ permit.  It 
was not described as "non-contact water" or otherwise claimed to be benign.  Some 
testing of the discharge waters is required by the permit, but not for all the 
Contaminants Of Concern (COCs).  It's an added unknown that justifies the need for 
re-evaluation, perhaps including a re-sampling by EPA, within the scope of the 5 year 
review. 



During 2011 there were a number of exceedances of the secondary groundwater 
quality standards for TDS, manganese, iron and pH.  It is apparent that these plant 
operations, including collecting wastewater for irrigation application, which the IDEQ 
permit has no permit control, can result in variations that are the type that may result 
in uneven application of heavy-metals and other COCs to the cropland and Portneuf 
River watershed. 



Fugitive Dust may be distributed off-site:  I have sent a number of photographs to 
EPA showing fugitive dust from the liner operations, all of which reflect 
the likelihood of off-site deposition of waste gypsum.  The impacts were not 
considered in the assessments of Simplot. When these depositions are added to the 
wastewater applications to the same impact-area, including nearby potato and forage 
crops, as well as sensitive riparian areas of the Portneuf River there may be additional 
accumulated risks, and the EPA should take another look at the down-wind deposition 
impacts from fugitive dust blowing off-site.  I have attached one example photograph, 
but if you need more please let me know. 



Simplot is mixing their air quality scrubber water with their evaporative cooling 
tower water releasing fluoride, among other scrubber water contaminants, into the 
atmosphere and likely depositing contaminants downwind.  There has been a history 
of Fluoride contamination in nearby off-site soils and forage. 



The above mentioned sources of contaminants were not taken into account during the 
RI/FS CERLA investigations. Most noteworthy are the incidences of high winds at 
the site that cause re-entrainment and deposition of waste pile gypsum 
dusts downwind, even when reasonable precautions are carried out by Simplot and 
FMC. 



Consequently I hope EPA takes a second look at ecological and human heath risks 
associated with these releases.  With the 5 year review taking place, I recommend that 
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EPA consider addition controls of fugitive dust, wastewater applications, and 
additional sampling in downwind and off-site areas adjacent to the EMF CERCLA 
Site. 



I have copied Treat Suomi, who is tasked with 5-year review options at this site. 



Regards, 



Resident #1 



EPA Response to Resident #1 on April 20, 2015 



Thank you for providing your comments regarding the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund 
Site. As requested, we will take them into consideration as we conduct the five-year review for 
the Site. 



The purpose of a five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a 
remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will be protective of human health and the 
environment.  Consistent with this purpose, EPA’s review at the EMF Site will be limited to 
evaluation of the remedies selected in the Record of Decision and Interim Record of Decision 
Amendments.    



As we discussed when I was in Pocatello, many of your concerns are not specific to the 
CERCLA remedy and thus, may not be directly addressed in the five-year review.  However, I 
have forwarded your email to Doug Tanner at the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
and EPA’s stormwater program for their consideration as they implement other environmental 
programs that may address some of your concerns.   



Again, thank you for taking the time to share these concerns with EPA.  Please feel free to 
contact me in the future if you have additional questions or concerns regarding the Simplot OU, 
Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site. 



Jannine 



Jannine Jennings 
EPA Remedial Project Manger 
206‐553‐2724 
jennings.jannine@epa.gov 
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Appendix D: Site Inspection Checklist 



FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 



I. SITE INFORMATION 



Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats - FMC OU Date of Inspection: 03/12/2015 



Location and Region: Pocatello, ID Region 10 EPA ID: IDD984666610 



Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Review: EPA, Region 10 



Weather/Temperature: 60 degree farenheit, partly 
cloudy 



Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment  Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls  Ground water containment 
Institutional controls  Vertical barrier walls



 Ground water pump and treatment
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other: Leachate collection system 



Attachments: Inspection team roster attached  Site map attached 



II. INTERVIEWS (check all that apply) 



1. O&M Site Manager 
Name Title Date 



Interviewed  at site at office  by phone  Phone:  
Problems, suggestions  Report attached: See appendix C 



2. O&M Staff 
Name Title Date 



 Interviewed  at site  at office  by phone Phone:
 Problems/suggestions  Report attached: See appendix C 



3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply. 



Agency DEQ 
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions  Report attached: See appendix C 



Agency SBT 
Contact  Name 



Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions  Report attached: See appendixCE 



Agency  
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



Agency  
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 
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Agency  
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



4. Other Interviews (optional) Report attached: 



III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED  (check all that apply) 



1. O&M Documents



 O&M manual  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 As-built drawings  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks: As-built drawings are included in each of the removal action completion reports. The Site is 
not yet in the O&M phase but ongoing monitoring is occuring as described in the July 2010 Interim 
Groundwater Plan. 



2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Contingency plan/emergency response 
plan



 Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



4. Permits and Service Agreements



 Air discharge permit  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Effluent discharge  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Waste disposal, POTW  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Other permits: Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks: There are not currently any permits related to the CERLCA site. There is an active sanitary 
discharge permit with the City of Pocatello for the portable toilet holding tank. 



5. Gas Generation Records  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



7. Ground Water Monitoring Records   Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  
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9. Discharge Compliance Records



 Air  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Water (effluent) Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



10. Daily Access/Security Logs  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



IV. O&M COSTS 



1. O&M Organization



 State in-house  Contractor for state 



PRP in-house  Contractor for PRP 



 Federal facility in-house  Contractor for Federal facility 



 The Site is still in the remedial design and implementation phase and has not yet entered the O&M 
phase. The PRP uses contractors to assist with remedial action work. 



2. O&M Cost Records



 Readily available  Up to date 



 Funding mechanism/agreement in place  Unavailable 



Original O&M cost estimate:  Breakdown attached 



Total annual cost by year for review period if available 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:



 Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 



Describe costs and reasons: 



V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS  Applicable  N/A 



A. Fencing 



1. Fencing Damaged  Location shown on site map  Gates secured N/A 



Remarks: Fencing surrounds the property. Around the main access points the fence is approximately 8 
feet tall. At the rear or the proprety and between the FMC and Simplot OUs the fencing is ranch style 
fencing. The ranch style fencing along the south and southwest section of the OU has been breached 
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previously by cattle. 



B. Other Access Restrictions 



1. Signs and Other Security Measures  Location shown on site map  N/A 



Remarks: There are signs indicating the property is private and there is no trespassing. However, there 
are not signs notifying potential trespassers along the property boundaries within the boundaries of the 
Reservation that this is a Superfund Site. 



C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 



1. Implementation and Enforcement 



Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented  Yes No  N/A 



Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes No  N/A 



Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): FYR site visits 



Frequency: Every five years 



Responsible party/agency: EPA 



Contact Jonathan Williams RPM 03/11/2015 



 Name Title Date Phone no. 



Reporting is up to date Yes  No N/A 



Reports are verified by the lead agency  Yes  No N/A 



Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met Yes  No N/A 



Violations have been reported  Yes  No N/A 



Other problems or suggestions:  Report attached 



2. Adequacy  ICs are adequate  ICs are inadequate  N/A 



Remarks: Because areas of the FMC OU are within the boundaries of the reservation, issues were raised 
during the site visit about the fact that ICs are filed with Powers County and not the Tribes 



D. General 



1. Vandalism/Trespassing  Location shown on site map   No vandalism evident 



Remarks:  



2. Land Use Changes On Site  N/A 



Remarks:  



3. Land Use Changes Off Site  N/A 



Remarks:  



VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 



A. Roads  Applicable N/A 



1. Roads Damaged  Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 



Remarks:  



B. Other Site Conditions 



Remarks:  
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VII.  LANDFILL COVERS  Applicable  N/A 



A.  Landfill Surface 



1. Settlement (low spots)  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



2. Cracks  Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 



Lengths:  Widths:  Depths: 



Remarks:  



3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



4. Holes  Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



5. Vegetative Cover  Grass  Cover properly established 



 No signs of stress  Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 



Remarks: Vegetation is appropriate for an arid climate in March. PRPs actively vegetate and work 
toward establishing the proper cover. The remedial action is ongoing and the cover is in the process of 
being established. 



6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete)  N/A 



Remarks:  



7. Bulges  Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 



Arial extent: Height: 



Remarks:  



8. Wet Areas/Water 
Damage



 Wet areas/water damage not evident 



 Wet areas  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



 Ponding  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



Seeps  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



 Soft subgrade  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



Remarks:  



9. Slope Instability  Slides  Location shown on site map



 No evidence of slope instability 



Arial extent: 



Remarks:  



B. Benches  Applicable N/A 
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(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in 
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 



C. Letdown Channels  Applicable N/A 



(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 



1. Settlement (Low spots)  Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 



Material type: Arial extent: 



Remarks:  



3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



4. Undercutting  Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



5. Obstructions Type:  No obstructions



 Location shown on site map Arial extent: 



Size: 



Remarks:  



6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type:



 No evidence of excessive growth 



Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow



 Location shown on site map Arial extent: 



Remarks:  



D.  Cover Penetrations  Applicable N/A 



E. Gas Collection and Treatment  Applicable  N/A 



F. Cover Drainage Layer  Applicable N/A 



1. Outlet Pipes Inspected  Functioning  N/A 



Remarks:  



2. Outlet Rock Inspected  Functioning  N/A 



Remarks:  



G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable N/A 
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H.  Retaining Walls  Applicable N/A 



I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge  Applicable N/A 



VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS  Applicable N/A 



IX.  GROUND WATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES  Applicable N/A 



A.  Ground Water Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable N/A 



1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical



 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs maintenance N/A 



Remarks: The final remedy design is still under consideration. 



2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances



 Good condition  Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



3. Spare Parts and Equipment



 Readily available  Good 
condition  



 Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 



Remarks:  



B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable N/A 



C.  Treatment System  Applicable N/A 



1. Treatment Train (check components that apply)



 Metals removal  Oil/water separation  Bioremediation 



 Air stripping  Carbon adsorbers 



Filters: 



 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent):  



Others:



 Good condition  Needs maintenance 



 Sampling ports properly marked and functional



 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date



 Equipment properly identified 



 Quantity of ground water treated annually:  



 Quantity of surface water treated annually: 



Remarks: The treatment train is still being determined and has not yet been implemented. 



2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)



 N/A  Good 
condition  



 Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 



D-7
 











 



 



  



       
 



  



  



       
 



  



   
 



 



 



       
 



  



 



 
  



            



       
 



   



 
 



   



  
 



 
  



 



 



       
 



   



  



  



      



 N/A  Good 
condition  



 Proper secondary containment  Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances



 N/A  Good 
condition  



 Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



5. Treatment Building(s)



 N/A  Good condition (esp. roof and 
doorways)  



 Needs repair



 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 



Remarks:  



6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)



 Properly secured/locked 
Functioning



 Routinely sampled  Good condition 



 All required wells located  Needs maintenance  N/A 



Remarks:  



D. Monitoring Data 



1. Monitoring Data



 Is routinely submitted on time Is of acceptable quality 



2. Monitoring Data Suggests:



 Ground water plume is effectively 
contained



 Contaminant concentrations are declining 



E. Monitored Natural Attenuation 
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)



 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 



 All required wells located  Needs maintenance N/A 



Remarks:  



X. OTHER REMEDIES 
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction. 



XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
A. Implementation of the Remedy 



Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed. 
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions). 



B. Adequacy of O&M 
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Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 



C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.  



D. Opportunities for Optimization 
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 



FMC OU FYR Site Visit- 3/11/2015 



Bernie Zavala, EPA 
James Zokan, EPA 
Jannine Jennings, EPA 
Jonathan Williams, EPA 
Doug Tanner, DEQ 
Paul Ritter, DEQ 
Scott Miller, DEQ 
Wayne Crowther, DEQ 
Marjo Carpenter, FMC 
Rob Hartman, MWH/FMC 
Greg Cunningham, Parsons 
Emily Chi, Skeo Solutions 
Treat Suomi, Skeo Solutions 
Kelly Wright, SBT 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 



I. SITE INFORMATION 



Site Name: Eastern Michaud Flats - Simplot OU Date of Inspection: 03/12/2015 



Location and Region: Pocatello, ID Region 10 EPA ID: IDD984666610 



Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Review: EPA, Region 10 



Weather/Temperature: Upper 50's degrees farenheit, 
cloudy, windy. 



Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment  Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls  Ground water containment 
Institutional controls  Vertical barrier walls



 Ground water pump and treatment
 Surface water collection and treatment 
Other:  



Attachments: Inspection team roster attached  Site map attached 



II. INTERVIEWS (check all that apply) 



1. O&M Site Manager 
Name Title Date 



Interviewed  at site at office  by phone  Phone:  
Problems, suggestions Report attached: 



2. O&M Staff 
Name Title Date 



 Interviewed  at site  at office  by phone Phone:
 Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply. 



Agency DEQ 
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



Agency SBT 
Contact  Name 



Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



Agency  
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



Agency  
Contact 



Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



Agency  
Contact 
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Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions Report attached: 



4. Other Interviews (optional) Report attached: 



III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED  (check all that apply) 



1. O&M Documents



 O&M manual  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 As-built drawings  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks: The Site is not yet in the O&M phase. However, the PRP is working on an O&M plan for all 
of the gypstack. There is an O&M manual for the extraction system (but it has not been approved by 
EPA). The O&M for the gypstack roads are included in the remedial action workplan. Each phase of 
the remediation has a construction completion report that includes the as built drawings. 



2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Contingency plan/emergency response 
plan



 Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



4. Permits and Service Agreements



 Air discharge permit  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Effluent discharge  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Waste disposal, POTW  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Other permits: Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks: The current operating plant at the Site has permits for a variety of operations but does not 
have any permits related to the Superfund action.There is a stormwater discharge permit with the state 
for land application of stormwater from the Site. They have a waste water disposal permit for current 
operations. 



5. Gas Generation Records  Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



7. Ground Water Monitoring Records   Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  
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9. Discharge Compliance Records



 Air  Readily available  Up to date N/A



 Water (effluent) Readily available  Up to date N/A 



Remarks:  



10. Daily Access/Security Logs  Readily available  Up to date 



Remarks:  



N/A 



IV. O&M COSTS 



1. O&M Organization



 State in-house  Contractor for state 



PRP in-house  Contractor for PRP 



 Federal facility in-house  Contractor for Federal facility 



2. O&M Cost Records



 Readily available  Up to date 



 Funding mechanism/agreement in place  Unavailable 



Original O&M cost estimate:  Breakdown attached 



Total annual cost by year for review period if available 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:  



Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



From:



 Date 



To:



 Date Total cost



 Breakdown attached 



3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 



Describe costs and reasons: 



V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS  Applicable  N/A 



A. Fencing 



1. Fencing Damaged  Location shown on site map  Gates secured N/A 



Remarks:  



B. Other Access Restrictions 



1. Signs and Other Security Measures  Location shown on site map  N/A 
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Remarks: The facility is a secure plant with restricted access that operates 24 hours a day 365 days a 
year. 



C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 



1. Implementation and Enforcement 



Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented  Yes No  N/A 



Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes No  N/A 



Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): Site visit during FYR 



Frequency: Every Five Years 



Responsible party/agency: EPA 



Contact



 Name Title Date Phone no. 



Reporting is up to date Yes  No N/A 



Reports are verified by the lead agency  Yes  No N/A 



Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met Yes  No N/A 



Violations have been reported  Yes  No N/A 



Other problems or suggestions:  Report attached 



2. Adequacy  ICs are adequate  ICs are inadequate  N/A 



Remarks: See section 6.3 in this FYR. Simplot has submitted an institutional control program plan, which 
is currently under review by EPA, IDEQ and SBT. 



D. General 



1. Vandalism/Trespassing  Location shown on site map   No vandalism evident 



Remarks:  



2. Land Use Changes On Site  N/A 



Remarks:  



3. Land Use Changes Off Site  N/A 



Remarks:  



VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 



A. Roads  Applicable N/A 



1. Roads Damaged  Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 



Remarks:  



B. Other Site Conditions 



Remarks:  



VII.  LANDFILL COVERS  Applicable  N/A 



A.  Landfill Surface 



1. Settlement (low spots)  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
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Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



2. Cracks  Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 



Lengths:  Widths:  Depths: 



Remarks:  



3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



4. Holes  Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



5. Vegetative Cover  Grass  Cover properly established 



 No signs of stress  Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 



Remarks: Gypstack will continue to be applied on top of the liner; therefore, there will not be a 
vegetative cover. 



6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete)  N/A 



Remarks: Gypstack will continue to be placed on top of the landfill cover as part of continuing plant 
operations. 



7. Bulges  Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 



Arial extent: Height: 



Remarks:  



8. Wet Areas/Water 
Damage



 Wet areas/water damage not evident 



 Wet areas  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



 Ponding  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



Seeps  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



 Soft subgrade  Location shown on site map Arial extent:  



Remarks:  



9. Slope Instability  Slides  Location shown on site map



 No evidence of slope instability 



Arial extent: 



Remarks:  



B. Benches  Applicable N/A 



(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in 
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 
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1. Flows Bypass Bench  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 



Remarks:  



2. Bench Breached  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 



Remarks:  



3. Bench Overtopped  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 



Remarks:  



C. Letdown Channels  Applicable N/A 



(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 



1. Settlement (Low spots)  Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 



Material type: Arial extent: 



Remarks:  



3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



4. Undercutting  Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 



Arial extent: Depth: 



Remarks:  



5. Obstructions Type:  No obstructions



 Location shown on site map Arial extent: 



Size: 



Remarks:  



6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type:



 No evidence of excessive growth 



Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow



 Location shown on site map Arial extent: 



Remarks:  



D.  Cover Penetrations  Applicable N/A 



E. Gas Collection and Treatment  Applicable  N/A 



F. Cover Drainage Layer  Applicable N/A 



1. Outlet Pipes Inspected  Functioning  N/A 
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Remarks:  



2. Outlet Rock Inspected  Functioning  N/A 



Remarks:  



G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable N/A 



1. Siltation Area extent: Depth:  N/A



 Siltation not evident 



Remarks:  



2. Erosion Area extent: Depth:



 Erosion not evident 



Remarks:  



3. Outlet Works  Functioning  N/A 



Remarks:  



4. Dam  Functioning  N/A 



Remarks:  



H.  Retaining Walls  Applicable N/A 



1. Deformations  Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 



Horizontal displacement: Vertical displacement: 



Rotational displacement: 



Remarks:  



2. Degradation  Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 



Remarks:  



I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge  Applicable N/A 



VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS  Applicable N/A 



IX.  GROUND WATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES  Applicable N/A 



A.  Ground Water Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable N/A 



1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical



 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs maintenance N/A 



Remarks:  



2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances



 Good condition  Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



3. Spare Parts and Equipment



 Readily available  Good 
condition  



 Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 



Remarks:  
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B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable N/A 



1. Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical



 Good condition  Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances



 Good condition  Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



3. Spare Parts and Equipment



 Readily available  Good 
condition  



 Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 



Remarks:  



C.  Treatment System  Applicable N/A 



1. Treatment Train (check components that apply)



 Metals removal  Oil/water separation  Bioremediation 



 Air stripping  Carbon adsorbers 



Filters: 



 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent): Lyme 



Others:



 Good condition  Needs maintenance 



 Sampling ports properly marked and functional



 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date



 Equipment properly identified 



 Quantity of ground water treated annually:  



 Quantity of surface water treated annually: 



Remarks:  



2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)



 N/A  Good 
condition  



 Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels



 N/A  Good 
condition  



 Proper secondary containment  Needs maintenance 



Remarks:  



4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances



 N/A  Good 
condition  



 Needs maintenance 
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Remarks:  



5. Treatment Building(s)



 N/A  Good condition (esp. roof and 
doorways)  



 Needs repair



 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 



Remarks:  



6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)



 Properly secured/locked 
Functioning



 Routinely sampled  Good condition 



 All required wells located  Needs maintenance  N/A 



Remarks:  



D. Monitoring Data 



1. Monitoring Data



 Is routinely submitted on time Is of acceptable quality 



2. Monitoring Data Suggests:



 Ground water plume is effectively 
contained



 Contaminant concentrations are declining 



E. Monitored Natural Attenuation 
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)



 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 



 All required wells located  Needs maintenance N/A 



Remarks:  



X. OTHER REMEDIES 
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction. 



XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
A. Implementation of the Remedy 



Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed. 
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions). 



B. Adequacy of O&M 
Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 



C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.  



D. Opportunities for Optimization 
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Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
The water treatment plant is part of a pilot study. This pilot study needs to be reviewed and a 
determination needs to be made regarding whether or not a change in the remedy is required to 
incorporate the pilot study into the final remedy. 



Simplot OU FYR Site Visit- 3/12/2015 



Bernie Zavala, EPA 
James Zokan, EPA 
Jannine Jennings, EPA 
Jonathan Williams, EPA 
Margie English, DEQ 
Andy Koulermos, Formation 
Kirk Adkins, JRS 
Mark Waddoups, JRS 
Monty Johnson, JRS 
Emily Chi, Skeo Solutions 
Treat Suomi, Skeo Solutions 
Kelly Wright, SBT 
Susan Hanson, SBT 
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Appendix E: Photographs from Site Inspection Visit 



FMC: One of three test extraction wells installed in 2014. 



FMC: Area that received sitewide grading in 2014. 
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FMC: MW 145 extended in preparation for site grading. 



FMC: Close-up view of MW 145. 
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FMC: Capped calciner ponds. 



FMC: Capped calciner pond vegetated with sage brush. 
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FMC: View of RA-H West. 



FMC: Gate separating tribal trust from FMC property. 
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FMC: View of RCRA pond fence in foreground, with RCRA ponds in background. 



FMC: Production Well #3.  
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Simplot: View of active operations from road. 



Simplot: Locked monitoring well 365. 
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Simplot: Station for monitoring well 413. 



Simplot: Inflow to Decant Pond #1. 
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Simplot: View from Decant Pond #1 to the gypstack. 



Simplot: Northeast face off upper east stack (Phase 5). 
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Simplot: View of Phase 1 from road on gypstack. 



Simplot: Settlement monument #2. 
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Simplot: View of eastern end of Phase 6 area. 



Simplot: Decant water flowing down from Phases 4 and 5. 
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Simplot: View of cells used in active operations. 



Simplot: #6 sump. 
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Simplot: Tanks with new leak detection and pad. 



Simplot: Extraction system 419. 
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Simplot: Shelter for pilot treatability study. 



Simplot: Lime treatment for pilot treatability study. 
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FMC: Locked well 538, a monitoring well in the compliance area, with Simplot in background. 



FMC: Sampling location for Batiste Springs. 
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FMC: View of Simplot operations from FMC ready-for-reuse area. 



Gauge station at Siphon Road Bridge. 
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Appendix F: FMC Supplemental Data Analysis Information 



FMC Groundwater Monitoring 



FMC has implemented routine groundwater monitoring since the plant was demolished in 2001 
and currently monitors groundwater following the Interim Groundwater Monitoring Plan. The 
objective of the interim CERCLA groundwater monitoring program is to collect sufficient data 
of known quality to, in conjunction with the Calciner Pond remedial action groundwater 
monitoring program, evaluate potential changes and/or trends in site-related groundwater 
constituents and to evaluate groundwater conditions on an FMC OU-wide basis.  



FMC currently monitors groundwater quality and flow characteristics within and adjacent to the 
FMC OU at 17 interim CERCLA monitoring wells (along with wells monitored under the RCRA 
and Calciner Pond monitoring programs). The 17 wells include FMC plant area wells (134, 139, 
145, 151, and 159), wells downgradient of the FMC plant area (110, 111, 146, TW-9S), wells 
downgradient of the FMC and Simplot plant sites (517, TW-12S), and northern perimeter wells 
located further downgradient of the Site (wells 502, 515, 523, 524, 525, TW-11S). The wells are 
sampled semi-annually, with sampling events targeted for the fall (usually November) and spring 
(usually May) of each year and analyzed for common ions (chloride, potassium, and sulfate); 
metals (arsenic and selenium); and fluoride, nitrate, and total phosphorus. The 2014 annual 
report was reviewed to provide a summary of current concentrations and historic trends. Results 
from the voluntary monitoring show interim and early remedial actions are making steps toward 
improving groundwater quality. 



FMC Plant Area: FMC reports that water quality in the on-plant site wells is highly variable, as 
expected due to the source areas that influence the chemistry at these wells. Well 139 is 
downgradient from the old phossy ponds 3E through 6E; wells 151, 159 and 134 are 
downgradient from and primarily influenced by releases from former Pond 8S; and well 145 is 
located in the joint fenceline area and is influenced by historic FMC sources and the Simplot 
gypsum stack. Overall, the 2014 report identified statistically significant decreasing 
concentration trends in total arsenic (wells 134 and 145), potassium (wells 139 and 145), 
orthophosphate/total phosphorus (wells 134 and 145), and sulfate (well 145) in reported 2002 to 
2014 data sets. Statistically significant increasing concentration trends were reported for 
potassium (well 159), total selenium (well 139), and sulfate (wells 134, 139, and 151) in data 
over the same time frame. Statistical analysis for well 151 is reported to include data from 2000 
to 2014. Many of the 2002 to 2014 data sets used for statistical analysis were not sampled or are 
missing up to 5 or 6 years of data in early time data. Figure F-1 presents arsenic concentrations 
versus time for on-plant and fenceline area wells, depicting apparent decreasing trends in late 
time data for wells 134 and 145 with an apparent increasing trend in 139 over the entire data set1. 



Downgradient of FMC Plant Area: FMC reports that analyte concentrations in the wells 
downgradient of the FMC plant are generally lower for most parameters (and pH higher) and in a 
narrower range than the on-plant site wells. Table 6 in the report displays statistically significant 
decreasing concentration trends for arsenic (wells 110, 111, TW-9S, and 517), potassium (wells 



1 Obtained from Appendix C of the Interim CERCLA 2014 Monitoring Report prepared by FMC Idaho, LLC 
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110, 111, 146, TW-9S, and 517), orthophosphate/total phosphorus (wells 110, 111, and TW-
12S), selenium (well 110) and sulfate (wells 110 and 517). Statistically significant increasing 
concentration trends were reported for orthophosphate/total phosphorus (well 146) and sulfate 
(well 146). Figure F-2 is presented as an example to illustrate the phosphorus trends in the 
downgradient plant area. Apparent decreasing trends in wells 110 and 111 can be readily 
identified over the history of the data set as can the shallow increasing trend in well 146.  



Downgradient of FMC and Simplot Plant Areas: The two wells monitoring downgradient of 
both the Simplot and FMC plant sites (517 and TW-12S) exhibited concentrations in 2014 that 
are consistent with historical results. Potassium and chloride concentrations were higher at well 
517, and fluoride and phosphorus concentrations were higher at well TW-12S. The 2014 
monitoring report notes that, as impacted groundwater from the western ponds and joint 
fenceline areas migrates northeast and downgradient from the northern boundary of the FMC 
plant site, groundwater flow lines merge and turn easterly in the area north of Highway 30 in the 
vicinity of wells 517 and TW-12S. FMC reports statistically significant decreasing concentration 
trends for arsenic (well 517), potassium (well 517), orthophosphate/total phosphorus (well TW-
12S), and sulfate (well 517) from 2002 to 2014. However, well 517 does not appear to have been 
sampled from 1999 through 2008 and TW-12S from 2003 through 2007. No statistically 
significant increasing concentration trends were reported. Figure F-3 depicts arsenic 
concentration over time for the two downgradient FMC and Simplot area wells. The apparent 
decreasing arsenic trend in well 517 and the stable concentrations in TW-12S can be readily 
identified in 2008 to 2014 data. 



Northern Perimeter Area: The Northern Perimeter wells (502, 515, 523, 524, 525, and TW-11S) 
are identified as a series of wells that historically and currently are on the fringe or outside of the 
site-impacted groundwater area. The wells form a “fence” to the north of the Site extending from 
well 523 (north of the Western Ponds area) to well TW-11S (north of the Simplot plant) and to 
wells 524 and 525 north of Batiste Spring. FMC reports that groundwater constituent 
concentrations in 2014 remained generally consistent with historic results for these wells, and as 
expected, site-related constituent concentrations of phosphorus, potassium, arsenic and selenium 
remained below representative (background) concentrations in the Northern Perimeter wells. The 
2014 report indicates that the indicator parameter trend plots for wells 517 and TW-12S show 
stable or decreasing trends for all parameters from 2002 through 2014. Figure F-4 shows the 
arsenic concentrations versus time for wells in the northern perimeter area2. 



Future Groundwater Monitoring: FMC is currently working on the intermediate (60 percent) 
engineering design for the FMC OU groundwater remedy. Completion of the extraction and 
treatment system is expected in 2016. A final CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan will be 
included in the Remedial Action Work Plan. That Final CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan 
is anticipated to incorporate many of the existing monitoring wells, and augment them as 
necessary, to provide a baseline assessment of groundwater quality as Remedial Action begins.  
Regular groundwater monitoring will then be the basis for evaluating progress toward meeting 
the groundwater quality restoration RAO over time. 



2 Obtained from Appendix C of the Interim CERCLA 2014 Monitoring Report prepared by FMC Idaho, LLC 
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Figure F-1: Arsenic Time Concentration Plots in the FMC On-Plant/Fenceline Area Wells 
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Figure F-2: Total Phosphorus Time Concentration Plots in the Wells Downgradient of the FMC Plant Area 
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Figure F-3: Arsenic Time Concentration Plots in the Wells Downgradient of the FMC and Simplot Plant Areas 
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 Figure F-4: Arsenic Time Concentration Plots in the Northern Perimeter Wells 
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Figure F-5: Undocumented Subsurface Condition (USC) Locations as of September 5, 2015 
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Table F-1: FMC Pocatello Undocumented Subsurface Conditions 
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Appendix G: Simplot Groundwater Data Evaluation 



On May 9, 2002 EPA and Simplot entered into a Consent Decree to implement the remedial 
actions selected in the 1998 ROD. 



Remedial design began in 2002 and resulted in a phased approach for design and implementation 
of the groundwater extraction system. Simplot completed the installation and testing of an initial 
test extraction system from 2003 to 2004 and began operation of ten test extraction wells in June 
2004. In May 2005 Simplot and the agencies began an interactive process of revising the design 
of the groundwater extraction system that resulted in five additional site investigations: 
 The Phase 1 Data Gap Investigation was completed from 2005 to 2006 to investigate the 



performance of the Upper Zone test extraction wells. 
 The Phase 2 Data Gap Investigation was completed from 2006 to 2008 to further 



investigate and evaluate hydraulic properties and groundwater quality. 
 A groundwater geophysical investigation was completed in 2008 to aid in the lateral and 



vertical delineation of contaminated groundwater in the Simplot OU between State 
Highway 30 and the Portneuf River. 



 A special sampling event was completed in 2008 to incorporate an expanded list of 
analytes and sampling locations. 



 A subsurface investigation was completed in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant from 
2008 to 2009. 



Subsequent to these investigations, the groundwater remedial design was completed in June 2010 
and Simplot began remedial action construction on June 28, 2010.  



The groundwater monitoring program is designed to evaluate the effectiveness of source control 
and hydraulic capture at three main areas, including the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area and 
associated Target Capture Zones, Assessment Area, and Compliance Area. The 1998 ROD 
concluded that by capturing sufficient quantities of arsenic to meet the MCL in the compliance 
area, sufficient quantities of other COCs co-located in the groundwater, including phosphorus, 
would be captured by the remedy. Subsequent to the 1998 ROD, EPA determined that a ROD 
Amendment would be required to address additional concerns associated with phosphorus and 
other contaminants within the Simplot OU. Therefore, the Groundwater and Surface Water 
Monitoring Plan requires, among other things, quarterly monitoring of common ions, nutrients 
and metals at over 150 wells. Arsenic, total phosphorus and sulfate are used as indicator 
parameters in the data analysis. The groundwater discharge point at the springs was identified as 
the point of compliance for contaminants causing excess risks to surface water.  



The data evaluated include historical data along with the most current data from the 2014 annual 
monitoring report. The Simplot OU remedy is still in construction. Therefore, the monitoring 
network may change as the remedy construction is completed. Figures G-1 through G-3 depict 
the wells currently monitored in the three main areas, including wells in the Upper and Lower 
Zone and several bedrock wells, respectively. In addition, surface water monitoring is conducted 
to assess the effectiveness of remedial actions at the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area in 
reducing phosphorus levels in the Portneuf. 
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Plant Area 
The Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan indicates that source control is 
demonstrated when the concentration of phosphorus in groundwater within or downgradient of 
the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area is less than or equal to the upgradient concentration. 
Since sources are still being addressed, the current trends for the indicator chemicals are 
generally decreasing, but source control has not yet been demonstrated. 



The 2014 annual monitoring report indicates that the extent of indicator analytes (arsenic, 
phosphorus, and sulfate) was similar to that at the end of 2013. Concentrations of arsenic were 
reported above MCLs in the Upper Zone in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area, near the toe 
of the gypstack, and in the West Plant Area (located near the fence line with FMC property). 
Arsenic concentrations are elevated in the Upper Zone near the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant 
Area in all four quarters, with the highest concentration in well 423 at 1.2 mg/L in the first 
quarter. 



Figure G-1: Groundwater Quality Monitoring Locations in the Upper Zone, 2014 



Source: Interim CERCLA 2014 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Operable Unit, FMC Idaho LLC, April 2015. 
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Figure G-2: Groundwater Quality Monitoring Locations in the Lower Zone, 2014 



Source: Interim CERCLA 2014 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Operable Unit, FMC Idaho LLC, April 2015. 
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Figure G-3: Groundwater Quality Monitoring Locations in the Bedrock Zone, 2014 



Source: Interim CERCLA 2014 Groundwater Monitoring Report FMC Operable Unit, FMC Idaho LLC, April 2015. 



Phosphorus concentrations were documented to be increasing in the East Plant Area since the 
initiation of monitoring in 2004. Increasing phosphorus concentrations are reported to be due to 
the long-term operation of the gypsum stack. However, a decrease in concentrations is expected 
after lining of the entire gypsum stack is complete. Total phosphorus concentrations 
downgradient of the Central Plant Area are reported to have been significantly elevated since 
2013 as a result of dense, low pH/high total phosphorus concentration liquid diffusing upward 
from low spots in the surface of the American Falls Lake Bed clay near well 419. The 
phosphorus liquid is then reported to be mixing with groundwater from upgradient of the Simplot 
Phosphoric Acid Plant Area in the upper zone, and being transported by advection downgradient 
to the northeast. On June 14, 2014, the PRP identified that the Sump 6 basin and secondary 
containment liner had been compromised and the phosphoric acid and water mixture had been 
released to the environment. The PRP made temporary repairs to the sump basin to minimize 
disruptions in plant operations and inspection frequency of this sump has been increased. 
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Additional upgrades to Sump 6 are planned for 2015 and are documented in a letter to EPA and 
IDEQ, Summary of Proposed Projects for 2015 (Simplot 2014b), dated September 30, 2014.  



Phosphorus concentrations have been significantly elevated in the Upper Zone near the Simplot 
Phosphoric Acid Plant Area in all four quarters, with the highest concentration in MW-377B at 
16,100 mg/L in the first quarter 2014 compared to concentrations that were monitored in 2011 
and 2012 where the phosphorus concentrations were below 2,500 mg/L. The elevated 
concentrations downgradient of the phosphoric acid plant area (e.g., at well 419) indicate 
influence of a facility source or sources (Figure G-4). The elevated concentration of phosphorus 
in groundwater in this area has been monitored since the completion of the Simplot Phosphoric 
Acid Plant Area Subsurface Investigation in 2009. The monitoring report indicates that source 
control actions in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area completed since 2009 have achieved 
significant reductions in measured phosphorus concentrations in groundwater. Additional source 
control projects are proposed annually. Source control in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant 
Area in 2014 consisted of 19B pad replacement, #2 De-Flo Tank and foundation upgrades, Re-
Pulp Tank and foundation upgrades, and ongoing inspections of tanks, pads and sumps. 



Figure G-4: Phosphorus Concentration Trends In Wells Downgradient of the Simplot 
Phosphoric Acid Plant Area 



The highest sulfate concentrations were measured in the target extraction areas (East and West 
Plant Areas). Concentrations of arsenic, phosphorus and sulfate all decrease downgradient as 
groundwater migrates to the Portneuf River area. 



Plant Area Target Capture Zones 
Target capture zones are three-dimensional zones within affected groundwater flow where 
groundwater extraction will be focused to satisfy the requirements of the remedy. The capture 
zone assessment provides estimates of the mass of the key constituents being removed by the 
extraction system, the mass that bypasses the extraction system, the average concentration of the 
key constituents in groundwater at the compliance area if no further groundwater extraction is 
occurring. 



G-5











 



 
 



 



 



 



 



 



  



The estimated phosphorus load to groundwater attributable to the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant 
Area is reported to be 598 lbs/day in 2014, an increase from a load of 328 lbs/day in 2013. The 
2014 monitoring report indicates that modifications to the existing extraction system are needed 
to reestablish hydraulic control in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area. Hydraulic control 
was lost in this area when well 419 was shut down in February 2013 due to hazardous-
characteristic groundwater. In 2014, the PRP initiated a groundwater extraction and treatment 
pilot study to assess removal of the subject groundwater and pump testing to get nearby well 423 
back online and reestablish hydraulic control. The PRP is currently modifying the extraction 
system to allow for more flexibility in treating hazardous-characteristic groundwater from 419 
(or 423) while pumping non-hazardous groundwater continuously from 423 (or 419) for reuse in 
the facility, without treatment, and to reestablish hydraulic control in this area. Further, the PRP 
is evaluating how groundwater extraction from existing wells downgradient of the gypsum stack 
can be optimized to further reduce phosphorus concentrations in groundwater and surface water 
in the short term. 



Assessment Area 
The PRP monitors wells in a line just north of Highway 30 to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
source and hydraulic control remedies in reducing the extent and concentration of COCs 
downgradient of the plant areas. The extent of arsenic, phosphorus, and sulfate in the Assessment 
Area at the end of 2014 was similar to that at the end of 2013. The 2014 annual report indicates 
that vertical and lateral extent of arsenic, phosphorus, and sulfate in the Assessment Area is not 
expanding. Generally, arsenic, phosphorus, and sulfate concentrations decrease to the north in 
the Assessment Area with concentrations typically higher in the shallower intervals. The PRP 
identified elevated phosphorus concentrations at well 532B of 610 mg/L due to transport from 
the well 419/423 area. Arsenic concentrations were above the MCL of 0.010 mg/L at wells 503, 
518, 526, 528AR, 529BR, 530A/B, 531A/B, 532A/B, 533A/B, 535A/B, 536A/B and 540A/B. 
Phosphorus concentrations ranged from 0.01 mg/L at wells 519, 532C, 533C and 536C, to 610 
mg/L at well 532B in 2014. 



Compliance Area 
Wells in the Compliance Area include wells 504, 505, 524, and 525, and four multi-level wells, 
534, 537, 538 and 539, installed in 2010. The decision rule for determining if the groundwater 
remedy is effective in achieving RAOs is if the 95 percent UCL on the mean of the concentration 
in groundwater samples collected from all monitoring well intervals within the plume of affected 
groundwater is less than the MCL. For arsenic, the 95 percent UCL in wells 537A, 538A, 539B 
and Batiste Springs exceeded the MCL and the combined UCL in all Assessment wells ranged 
from 0.003 to 0.025 mg/L as compared to a MCL of 0.01 mg/L. The UCL of total phosphorus 
ranged from 0.03 to 11 mg/L. However, the risk-based cleanup level for phosphorus has not yet 
been finalized. The UCLs were observed to be higher in well 537A (7.3 mg/L), 538A (10.98 
mg/L), 539B (4.1 mg/L) and the Batiste Springs (2.9 mg/L) compared to the other compliance 
sample locations (< 1 mg/L). 



Surface Water 
The Portneuf River is monitored at Siphon Road and at three additional locations: 1) the 
background location at Batiste Road (downstream side of Batiste Road Bridge crossing), 2) 
location T2B (300-400 meters north of Batiste Road), and 3) Batiste Springs at Wood Bridge. 
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The phosphorus concentrations at Siphon Road are lower in 2014 than in 2008, but were higher 
than in 2013. The decrease was reported by the PRP to be due to a reduction of the phosphorus 
load from Simplot OU groundwater.  Phosphorus concentrations upstream of Siphon Road at 
station T2B are higher due to lower flow at T2B. Station T2B was selected as the location of 
highest influence from EMF groundwater. 



An increase load of phosphorus in 2014 compared to 2013 occurred and was reported to be due 
to the loss of hydraulic control in the Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant Area and subsequent 
transport of phosphorus in groundwater to the river (Figure G-5).  



Figure G-5: Estimated Phosphorus Load from the Site to the Portneuf River 



Overall, source control at the Site appears to be reducing the phosphorus load to the Portneuf 

River. However, additional reductions are needed to restore the ecological health of the river.  
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Thank you for your assistance as we struggled through the many nuances of
 this review and site.  It’s definitely been a logic problem that kept my brain
 stimulated for awhile.
 
Jannine
 
Jannine Jennings
EPA Remedial Project Manger
206-553-2724
jennings.jannine@epa.gov


 
From: Jennings, Jannine 
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 8:21 AM
To: Margie English; Monty Johnson; Douglas Tanner; Kelly Wright; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan; (Paul.Patchin@deq.idaho.gov)
Subject: Five-Year Review - Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site
 


On September 28, 2015 Cami Grandinetti signed EPA’s First Five Year
 Review for the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.  Thank you for your
 input and assistance during the review.  A copy of the final report is attached. 
 The appendices will follow in a separate email, thus hoping to avoid any file
 size limitations that may exist.
 
Since the remedial design and construction at the EMF site have not yet been
 completed and since there are several active environmental regulatory actions
 occurring at the J.R. Simplot Don Plant and former FMC facility, this was a
 complicated FYR.   Following review of activities at the Site, EPA found that
 while the remedies selected in the Simplot and FMC IRODAs are being
 implemented as selected and human health is currently being protected, the
 ecological exposure pathways to the Portneuf River have not yet been
 controlled and thus overall the remedies for the Simplot and FMC operable
 units are not protective at this time.  EPA believes, however, that upon
 completion of the remedies selected in the 1998 Record of Decision and the
 2010 and 2012 ROD Amendments, Remedial Action Objectives will be
 achieved and the remedies will be protective of human health and the
 environment. As such, the selected remedies should continue to be
 implemented as planned.
 
The selected remedy for the Off-Plant Operable Unit calls for implementation
 of institutional controls where cadmium and radium concentrations in soils
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 exceed specified risk thresholds, fluoride monitoring to determine if additional
 source controls or other actions are needed to address impacts from fluoride
 and groundwater monitoring to evaluate effectiveness of the remedial actions
 implemented at the FMC and Simplot OUs.  While the groundwater is being
 monitored as part of the FMC and Simplot actions and several studies were
 undertaken to better characterize potential human health and ecological risks,
 EPA has not fully evaluated the data gathered from 2009 to 2011 and we have
 not yet determined if or where institutional controls or other actions may be
 required under the selected remedy.  For these reasons, EPA has deferred
 making a protectiveness determination in the Five Year Review for the
 Off Plant Operable Unit.  In order to address this gap, EPA will first
 summarize the available information in a single document and then, based on
 the criteria outlined in the 1998 ROD, we will make a determination as to
 where the selected remedy must be implemented.
 
If you have any questions regarding this review report, please do not hesitate to
 contact Jonathan Williams at 206-553-1369 or myself at 206-553-2724.
 
Jannine
 
 
Jannine Jennings
EPA Remedial Project Manger
206-553-2724
jennings.jannine@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: Boyd, Andrew; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: News update
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:58:16 AM


FYI.  This appears to be what Liz Davis had provided to you as an advance copy.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Cliff Merrill [mailto:Cliff.Merrill@akana.us] 
Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 7:10 AM
To: Ed Greutert; Mary Woodruff; Williams, Jonathan; Bill Renfroe; Tim Norman
Subject: News update
 
Here is a news article from the Idaho State Journal from Sunday, if you haven't seen it.
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Photos
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 12:47:37 PM


FYI. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:50 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright'
Cc: susanh@ida.net; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Photos
 
Thanks for getting back to me.  What I need is contextual information about the photographs.  Who
 took them, when they were taken, a brief narrative about what was occurring, how long conditions
 documented lasted, etc.
 
Please provide me with this information so that I can follow up with EPA’s onsite representatives. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: susanh@ida.net
Subject: Photos
 
Jonathan, I talked with Susan about the photographs and she said that these were requested by Jim
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 as a follow up to discussions they had at the Tribal Lands Forum. It was in regards to the USCs at
 FMC. They talked about these at the conference.
 
Hope that helps.
Let me know if it does not and we can get on a conference call.
Thanks
Kelly
 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Revised Draft Comments
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 1:23:26 PM
Attachments: Comments on 2015 ET Cap Update to RAWP 10-14-15 (00000002) revised.docx


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 1:09 PM
To: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comments
 
Jonathan,
 
Attached are the revised comments that you sent over, with some input on Section 7.4 of the CQCP. 
 Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks!


Michele Benchouk
 


From: Greutert, Ed [USA] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 8:16 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan (Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov) <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>
Subject: Revised Draft Comments
 
Jonathan-
 
Attached are the revised draft comments that include a general comment regarding the 4:1 slope as
 discussed and the highlighted comment regarding the jumbled table that I expect Michele will
 answer Wednesday morning.  Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Tx,
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October 14, 2015 





EPA Comments on the FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading


And 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan (Appendix B), 


Construction Quality Control Plan (Appendix A)





 October 1, 2015 Revision





  HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site Remedial Action Activities





Revision 4, October 2, 2015 








FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116


Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site








EPA comments focused on review of yellow highlighted portions (revised) of the above referenced documents.   Furthermore, the Health and Safety Plan review was limited to identification of inconsistencies and critical issues.


FMC OU Site-Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan


General Comment


As part of the EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan, dated August 7, 2015, the text states:


· The design slope criteria of 4:1 has been exceeded for both caps in limited areas. The RTC does not adequately describe how this will be addressed, through a design change, with additional inspection and monitoring requirements for these areas, or some other method.


· Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1in the ET cap areas must be addressed to EPA’s satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas.


After review of the revised documents it is not clear why it is necessary to exceed the 4:1 slope, especially in the perimeter areas of RA-E and RA-H.  The text should clearly state why and to what extent the 4:1 slope in the affected areas must be exceeded or the document should be modified to show that no areas will exceed the 4:1 slope criteria.





Specific Comments


Section 1.2, Project Description – The fourth bullet on page 6 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both seeding and erosion control matting will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of this document clarify that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in the general comment above, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise this bullet as necessary.


Section 2.7.12, Paragraph 2 of this section describes select areas of the RA-F subgrade consisting of screened slag and screened capillary break lifts.  This appears to be consistent with EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 but inconsistent with recent FMC statements about planning to submit a modified ET cap design for RA-F1 and RA-F2.  Revise if necessary.


Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section describes priorities for completion of ET caps during the remainder of the 2015 field season.  Revise the last full sentence on page 19 to distinguish between RA-H West and RA-H East, clearly indicating which location is the higher priority for cover soil placement during this construction season.


Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section should be expanded to specify that any heavy equipment used during grading of potentially contaminated soil within the remediation areas must be decontaminated before being used to load, haul, or spread clean ET cap cover soil.


Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – EPA disagrees with the two sentences toward the end of the first paragraph on page 21:   “It is our opinion, that once a work area is complete, that area will not need to be sprayed or wet down, as it will be inactive exactly as the site sits today.  It is our experience that water trucks will be sufficient to handle dust mitigation and suppression issues at the site.”   Revise to note that areas of disturbed soil and areas recently capped with soil may need water or tacking material to suppress dust.  This is consistent with dust control measures taken during the spring of 2015.


Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – The second paragraph on page 21 indicates that the allowable speed limit for haul truck will be raised to 25 miles per hour, rather than the maximum of 15 miles per hour for pickup trucks and other vehicles.  It is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all vehicle types.


Construction Quality Control Plan


Section 7.4 and Tables, Construction Quality Control Evaluation -- The text and tables of Section 7.4 in the CQCP appear to be generally acceptable.  Furthermore, the tables in this section include site-specific grading limits for the capillary break layer, in addition to the cover and top soil layers, which will allow for greater quality control during the cap construction process.  However, as you know, the capillary break effect in an ET cap occurs at the interface where fine-grained material with small pore spaces overlie a layer of coarser material with larger pore spaces.  Although the proposed gradation limits for the capillary break layer are significantly coarser than those proposed for the cover and top soil layers, the listed capillary break gradation limits appear to skew somewhat toward smaller grain sizes than is typical for such a layer.  We recommend that FMC provide further detail on the basis and/or references on which these gradation limits were proposed.:  ???


Revised Overview Bar Chart for ET Capping


No comments.


Health and Safety Plan


Section 1.2, Scope of Work -- The tenth bullet on page 1-3 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both seeding and high performance flexible growth medium application (erosion control matting) will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of the Capping Construction Plan indicate that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting.  Also, as described in the General Comment, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise the bullet accordingly.


Section 1.2.3, Radioactive Isotopes of Concern – The sentence immediately preceding Table 2 should be revised to refer to radionuclides, rather than radionucleotides.


Section 5.1.20, Truck Operations – The discussion on page 5-11 refers to maximum allowable speed limits of 20 miles per hour for off-road dump trucks, and 15 miles per hour for all other vehicle types.  The cited dump truck speed limit is inconsistent with that noted in Section 3.4 of the Capping Construction Plan.  Moreover, as stated above, it is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all vehicle types.












Ed Greutert, P.E.
Sr. Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


Office:   206 652 3014
Mobile:  206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: "Greutert, Ed [USA]"; Cliff Merrill; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net;


 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Slopes greater than 4:1
Date: Friday, October 09, 2015 3:28:46 PM
Attachments: Pocatello_4to1Grade Slope Check RA-E South.pdf


Pocatello_4to1Grade Slope Check RA-H East.pdf
image002.png


Attached are survey figures which show, in bright pink, areas of slope greater than 4:1.  At this point,
 FMC intends to begin ET cap construction in RA-E South followed by RA-H East after EPA approval of
 the revised RAWP Appendices A  and B (submitted October 1).
 
EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 for ET cap design and construction included the following: 
 
Page 1, paragraph 2:  “This approval is contingent upon FMC adequately addressing EPA concerns
 about ET cap slope design exceedances as commented upon later.” 
 
Page 2, last bullet on page:  “Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1 in the ET cap areas must
 be addressed to EPA’s satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas.”
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2015 1:15 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FW: Slopes greater than 4:1
 
FYI
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN

mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com

mailto:CliffM@coopercm.com

mailto:Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov



















TH!NK. SAFE. @)








 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Tim Norman
Cc: Cliff Merrill; Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Cliff will call you directly here shortly
Date: Friday, October 16, 2015 11:39:28 AM


Yes.  Cliff called and we had an informative conversation.  Thanks.


Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Tim Norman [mailto:Tim.Norman@akana.us]
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 10:48 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Cliff will call you directly here shortly


Jonathan,
I just talked with Cliff and he said that he would call you directly very soon and discuss the QAQC of the nuclear
 density testing.  Feel free to contact me if you need any other information.


Tim Norman
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From: Rachel Greengas
To: Williams, Jonathan; Tim Norman
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter; Cliff Merrill; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Construction update meeting
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:35:46 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png


Great.  Thank you for the response.  I will set something up for 3 pm Pacific today and will include
 the names on this email list.
 
Rachel
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Rachel Greengas; tim.norman@akana.us.com
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter; Cliff Merrill; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Construction update meeting
 
Thanks.  I can be available today any time after 2 pm Pacific.  Tomorrow afternoon after 2:30 pm
 Pacific time is OK
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rachel Greengas [mailto:Rachel.Greengas@fmc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 4:45 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; tim.norman@akana.us.com
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>
Subject: Construction update meeting
 
Hi Jonathan-
 
I spoke with Tim on-site today and he said you would be interested in doing a brief
 construction update meeting with Tim and myself to go over the work and any
 issues/questions.  I think this is a great idea and really look forward to providing the team
 with some updates and hopefully this can help continue to facilitate our on-site working
 team. 
 
Please let me know what time works for you tomorrow afternoon and I can set up a
 meeting. 
 
Once again I really look forward to working with everyone
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Rachel
 
 
Rachel Greengas, PE
Remediation Manager
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
P: 215-299-6550
C: 215-514-7195
E:  rachel.greengas@fmc.com
 


Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transmit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (rachel.greengas@fmc.com) or by telephone and
 delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 
 


Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; "wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov"; Kelly Wright


 (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor"s Construction Plan and CQC Plan
Date: Thursday, October 15, 2015 5:41:33 PM


Rob and Marjo:
 
EPA has reviewed FMC responses to EPA comments of October 14, 2015 in coordination with the
 Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and Idaho Department of Environmental Quality.  Below are EPA
 comments on the responses.
 
General  Comment
 
Provide a redline/strikeout which shows the revisions to be made in response to EPA comments of
 October 14, 2015 and October 15, 2015.
 
Specific Comments
 


1)      FMC Response to EPA General Comment about 4:1 slope criteria:  EPA generally agrees with
 statements made in the response.  The comment was made about the construction plan
 itself and not field conversations and other information.  Modify the written plan, which the
 contractor is to follow, so that it states no areas will exceed the 4:1 slope criteria. 
 


2)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 1.2 of the Site-Wide Grading and 2015 ET
 Capping Construction Plan:  The proposed fourth bullet is acceptable.  The proposed fifth
 bullet is inconsistent with FMC’s response to the previous comment.
 


3)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 2.7.12 regarding ET cap construction in
 portions of RA-F:  EPA understands that the text commented upon was not revised from
 that approved in September 2014.  Neither has the contractor followed this portion of the
 approved plan.   This inconsistency has been noted.  EPA agrees that resolution can be
 deferred as suggested, and no revision to the text is needed.
 


4)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 2.7.13 regarding ET Cover Soil Placement
 prioritization:  The proposed modification is acceptable.
 


5)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 2.7.13 regarding heavy equipment
 decontamination:  The proposed modification is acceptable.
 


6)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 3.4 regarding dust suppression in areas
 where work has been completed:  The proposed modification is acceptable.


 
7)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 3.4 regarding dust suppression and haul truck


 speed limit:  EPA appreciates the explanation and does not require any change to the text.
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8)      FMC Response to EPA comment about Section 7.4 of the Construction Quality Plan:  FMC


 will need to investigate alternate methods of verifying density compaction of soil cover for
 the gamma and ET caps. 
ASTM D6938 is specified for the testing method to be performed for in-place density by
 nuclear methods.  This standard (see sections 5.1.7, 5.2.3, 10.4.7, 10.5.2) includes the
 statement:  “Keep all other radioactive sources at least 9m (30 ft) away from the gauge to
 avoid affecting the measurement.”  EPA suggests an alternate in-field density measurement
 be performed or modified and intensified quality assurance testing performed to correlate
 the nuclear density reading to another method.  There are several methods available that
 can replace the nuclear densitometer test method.  There is the Sand Cone test ASTM
 D1556 and the Drive Cylinder test method ASTM D2937.  Currently Simplot is employing the
 Drive Cylinder method for doing compaction testing of the fine grained gypsum fill on their
 property.
 


EPA agrees with FMC’s clarifying statement that comments on the Health and Safety Plan were
 provided as a courtesy.  No EPA approval of the HSP is required.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2015 11:45 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net;
 Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan
 and CQC Plan
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, FMC’s responses to EPA’s October 14, 2015
 comments on the Contractor’s Construction Plan, Construction Quality Control Plan and
 HASP (Rev 4).  Following you review and approval, hard copies of the updated
 Construction Plan and Construction Quality Control Plan, revised as appropriate will be
 transmitted.  Following your review of the responses, hard copies of the HASP (Rev 4) will
 also be transmitted.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any







 questions or to schedule the suggested conference call.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 4:11 PM
To: Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov';
 Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Benchouk, Michele [USA];
 Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and
 CQC Plan
 
Rob and Marjo:
 
Attached are EPA comments, developed in coordination with the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and
 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, on the following documents. 
 


·        CBI “Construction Quality Control Plan” as revised and submitted October 1, 2015
·        CBI “FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan” as


 revised and submitted October 1, 2015
·        CBI “Health and Safety Plan” revised and submitted October 2, 2015
·        Project Overview Bar Chart for the 2015 ET Capping Phase submitted October 2, 2015


 
These documents were submitted in response to EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 for ET
 capping portions of the July 2015 Revised Pre-final Remedial Design Report and Revised Pre-final
 Remedial Action Work Plan.  EPA granted the partial approval in an effort to continue the pace of
 ongoing remedial action construction.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 5:00 PM
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To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net
Subject: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC Plan
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, attached for your review and approval are: (1)
 the revised Contractor’s Construction Plan (Appendix A of the Draft Remedial Action Work
 Plan [RAWP]) and (2) the revised Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan
 (Appendix B of the RAWP).  Both have been revised to include the 2015
 evapotranspiration (ET) cap construction phase. Added text is shown in yellow highlight
 (the un-highlighted text is unchanged from the September 2014 RAWP for Site Wide
 Grading Appendices A and B).  We would appreciate your expedited review and approval
 of the attached revised plans so that the ET capping phase can begin during the week of
 October 5.  In addition, FMC plans to transmit the revised Contractor’s Health and Safety
 Plan (Appendix J of the RAWP) for your review and a Project Overview Bar Chart for the
 2015 ET Capping Phase (new RAWP Figure 6-2) tomorrow.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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From: Rob Hartman
To: Williams, Jonathan; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; "wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov"; Kelly Wright


 (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor"s Construction Plan and CQC Plan
Date: Thursday, October 15, 2015 11:44:57 AM
Attachments: 2015-10-15 FMC Response to EPA Comments on 2015 ET Cap Update to Construction and CQC Plans and


 HASP.pdf


Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, FMC’s responses to EPA’s October 14, 2015
 comments on the Contractor’s Construction Plan, Construction Quality Control Plan and
 HASP (Rev 4).  Following you review and approval, hard copies of the updated
 Construction Plan and Construction Quality Control Plan, revised as appropriate will be
 transmitted.  Following your review of the responses, hard copies of the HASP (Rev 4) will
 also be transmitted.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions or to schedule the suggested conference call.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 4:11 PM
To: Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov';
 Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Benchouk, Michele [USA];
 Tim.Norman@Akana.us; Cliff Merrill; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: EPA Comments on Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and
 CQC Plan
 
Rob and Marjo:
 
Attached are EPA comments, developed in coordination with the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and
 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, on the following documents. 
 


·        CBI “Construction Quality Control Plan” as revised and submitted October 1, 2015
·        CBI “FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan” as


 revised and submitted October 1, 2015
·        CBI “Health and Safety Plan” revised and submitted October 2, 2015
·        Project Overview Bar Chart for the 2015 ET Capping Phase submitted October 2, 2015


 
These documents were submitted in response to EPA’s partial approval of August 7, 2015 for ET
 capping portions of the July 2015 Revised Pre-final Remedial Design Report and Revised Pre-final
 Remedial Action Work Plan.  EPA granted the partial approval in an effort to continue the pace of
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FMC Response to EPA Comments on the FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading And 2015 ET 
Capping Construction Plan (Appendix B), Construction Quality Control Plan (Appendix A) and 



Contractor’s Health and Safety Plan 
 



October 15, 2015 
  



 
October 14, 2015 



 
EPA Comments on the FMC Operable Unit Site Wide Grading And 
2015 ET Capping Construction Plan (Appendix B), Construction 



Quality Control Plan (Appendix A) 
 



October 1, 2015 Revision 
 



HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats 
Superfund Site Remedial Action Activities 



 
Revision 4, October 2, 2015 



 
 



FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 
Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 



 
 
 
EPA comments focused on review of yellow highlighted portions (revised) of the above referenced 
documents.  Furthermore, the Health and Safety Plan review was limited to identification of 
inconsistencies and critical issues. 



 
FMC OU Site-Wide Grading and 2015 ET Capping Construction Plan 



 



General Comment 
 
As part of the EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report 
and Revised Pre-Final Remedial Action Work Plan, dated August 7, 2015, the text states: 



 The design slope criteria of 4:1 has been exceeded for both caps in limited areas. The RTC 
does not adequately describe how this will be addressed, through a design change, with 
additional inspection and monitoring requirements for these areas, or some other method. 



 Concerns about the design slope criteria of 4:1in the ET cap areas must be addressed to 
EPA’s satisfaction before construction of the ET cap can proceed in those areas. 



After review of the revised documents it is not clear why it is necessary to exceed the 4:1 slope, 
especially in the perimeter areas of RA-E and RA-H. The text should clearly state why and to what 
extent the 4:1 slope in the affected areas must be exceeded or the document should be modified to 
show that no areas will exceed the 4:1 slope criteria. 



 



FMC Response:  As discussed with USEPA and their on-site representatives, the final grade 
will not exceed 4:1 in any areas of the ET caps being proposed for construction during the 











   
FMC Response to EPA Comments 2 October 15, 2015 
Construction Plan, CQC Plan and HASP 



2015 season (i.e., RA-E south, RA-H east and RA-H West).  There are two small areas, less 
than 0.02 acres on RA-E South and RA-H East where the capillary break layer is slightly 
greater than 4:1, however these areas will be adjusted to meet the design criteria slope of 4:1 
with the final cover soil.  These slopes will be verified in the field and final as-builts will be 
provided in the Construction Completion Report consistent with the requirements in Unilateral 
Administrative Order (UAO; EPA, 2013) that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
issued to FMC effective June 20, 2013. Therefore, FMC does not believe that any additional 
resolution is needed in these areas since all final as-built slopes will be 4:1 or less in RA-E 
South, RA-H East and RA-H West.  FMC would like to add that they have escorted the on-site 
EPA field representatives to these areas on multiple occasions to get concurrence with this 
approach.   



 
Specific Comments 



 
Section 1.2, Project Description – The fourth bullet on page 6 could be misinterpreted to indicate that 
both seeding and erosion control matting will be limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 
4:1. However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of this document clarify that seeding will be conducted over 
the entire ET cap area, and that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion 
control matting.  Also, as described in the general comment above, there does not appear to be any 
need to exceed the 4:1 slope design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015. Clarify and revise this 
bullet as necessary. 
 



FMC Response:    The fourth bullet on page 6 has been broken into two bullets:  The fourth 
bullet now reads “Seeding will be performed on the surface of the entire area of the 
constructed ET cap soil cover” and a new fifth bullet states  ”Following seeding, erosion 
control blankets will be placed on slopes steeper than 4:1, if any.”   
 



Section 2.7.12, Paragraph 2 of this section describes select areas of the RA-F subgrade consisting of 
screened slag and screened capillary break lifts. This appears to be consistent with EPA’s partial 
approval of August 7, 2015 but inconsistent with recent FMC statements about planning to submit a 
modified ET cap design for RA-F1 and RA-F2. Revise if necessary. 



 



FMC Response:  The text in this section and paragraph was not revised from the previous 
version and therefore should not affect the approval to move forward with capping of RA-E 
South, RA-H West and RA-H East during 2015.  However, FMC understands that that EPA 
provided comments during August 2015 which included a comment on the placement of 
capillary break material in the RA-F1 and RA-F2 ET cap areas.  FMC will be providing a 
supplemental response on this issue under separate cover. A revised Contractor’s 
Construction Plan will be prepared for the 2016 (“Final”) Capping Phase that will include the ET 
caps and gamma caps.  That revised plan will be submitted to EPA for review and approval. 



 



Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section describes priorities for completion of ET caps 
during the remainder of the 2015 field season. Revise the last full sentence on page 19 to distinguish 
between RA-H West and RA-H East, clearly indicating which location is the higher priority for cover 











   
FMC Response to EPA Comments 3 October 15, 2015 
Construction Plan, CQC Plan and HASP 



soil placement during this construction season. 



 



FMC Response:  FMC will revise the sentence to state that capping will commence in RA-E 
South and RA-H East and, dependent on placement activities during the construction season, 
RA-H West.   



Section 2.7.13, ET Cover Soil Placement – This section should be expanded to specify that any heavy 
equipment used during grading of potentially contaminated soil within the remediation areas must be 
decontaminated before being used to load, haul, or spread clean ET cap cover soil. 



 



FMC Response:  The text will be expanded as requested. FMC will add text stating that “Any 
construction equipment used during grading of potentially impacted site fill materials (e.g., slag) 
within the remediation areas will be decontaminated prior to being utilized to haul, load or 
spread clean ET cover soils.  Equipment will be brushed and/or washed to remove any visible 
clumped dirt or material.  Decontamination procedures will be documented by on-site 
personnel.” 



 



Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – EPA disagrees with the two sentences toward the end of the first 
paragraph on page 21:  “It is our opinion, that once a work area is complete, that area will not need to 
be sprayed or wet down, as it will be inactive exactly as the site sits today. It is our experience that 
water trucks will be sufficient to handle dust mitigation and suppression issues at the site.”  Revise to 
note that areas of disturbed soil and areas recently capped with soil may need water or tacking material 
to suppress dust. This is consistent with dust control measures taken during the spring of 2015. 



 



FMC Response:  This text remained unchanged from the previously approved EPA version.  
However, FMC understands that EPA’s comment is to provide consistency with the dust control 
measures used during the 2015 construction season.  As such, a sentence will be added 
stating “However, areas of disturbed soils and areas recently capped with soil may need water 
or tacking material to suppress dust.”   



 



Section 3.4, Dust Suppression – The second paragraph on page 21 indicates that the allowable speed 
limit for haul truck will be raised to 25 miles per hour, rather than the maximum of 15 miles per hour for 
pickup trucks and other vehicles.  It is unclear why this change has been deemed necessary and how it 
will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period. Unless appropriate 
justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be maintained for all 
vehicle types. 



 



FMC Response:  FMC and its contractors have performed extensive evaluation on vehicle 
speeds and traffic routes along the site to determine the safest and most efficient haul routes 
as well as haul speeds.  During the 2015 construction season, it was determined that 
articulated end dumps are not safe to be operated at traveling speeds less than 20 miles per 
hour (mph).  Test runs were performed at the prescribed 15 mph and the gears in the 











   
FMC Response to EPA Comments 4 October 15, 2015 
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equipment jumped causing excessive jolting of the equipment and the driver.  Therefore, the 
haul truck speeds were increased to 20 mph.  Due to the long haul distance, the speed limits 
along the main access road to the western borrow area have been increased to 25 mph for 
haul trucks and 20 mph for all other vehicles.   All other site haul roads remain 20 mph for haul 
trucks and 15 mph for all other vehicles.  FMC evaluated the difference in speed between haul 
trucks and all other vehicles and determined that a 5 mph difference in speed would provide 
adequate stopping distance between the vehicles.   Additional signs have been placed along 
the haul routes along with radar speed detectors to monitor the vehicle speed.  FMC believes 
that its current haul route and traffic control plan provides a safe hauling environment for the 
2015 ET Capping work.  Consistent with the Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan, FMC and its 
contractors continue to work toward the zero visible emissions goal and all traveled roads will 
be sprayed with water to minimize the potential for dust generation. In addition, the cover soils 
will be wetted during the preconditioning process prior to placement in the haul trucks to 
minimize dust being generated from the transport of soils. No revision to the Construction Plan 
is warranted.  



 
Construction Quality Control Plan 



 



Section 7.4 and Tables:  Nuclear density measurement test methods are proposed for the topsoil. Due 
to gamma radiation emitted from the slag, there may be some issues with background gamma radiation 
adversely affecting field readings.  Propose alternative test methods, or alternative QA, to verify that 
field readings are not being affected. 



 



FMC Response:  The frequency of testing and test methods in the Contractor’s Construction 
Quality Control Plan (CQC Plan) are identical to the requirements in the Construction Quality 
Assurance Plan (CQAP), Table 7.3 Minimum Frequency of Testing for CQC Evaluation of 
Cover Soil. The CQAP is Appendix D to the Remedial Design Report that EPA partially 
approved for proceeding with ET cap construction.  The prescribed in-place testing method, 
ASTM D6938 (Standard Test Method for In-Place Density and Water Content of Soil and Soil-
Aggregate by Nuclear Methods (Shallow Depth)) is not affected by “background” radiation.  
The source and receiver are driven into the soil column prior to obtaining the readings within 
the soil lift subject to testing.  Specific to the FMC OU, ASTM D6938 was used to test the in-
place density and moisture content during both of the Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation 
studies at a compacted soil lift thickness as thin as 6-inches and the field test results were 
consistent with the lab derived soil density versus moisture content curves (i.e., Proctor curve).   
In addition, as stated in Section 7.4 of the CQC Plan, and Table 7.3 of the CQAP,  in-place 
density using ASTM D1556 (sand cone) will be performed at a frequency of 1 per 20 nuclear 
density tests to check/validate the function and calibration of the nuclear density equipment.  
No revisions to the CQC Plan are warranted. 



 
Revised Overview Bar Chart for ET Capping 



 



No comments. 
 
  











   
FMC Response to EPA Comments 5 October 15, 2015 
Construction Plan, CQC Plan and HASP 



Health and Safety Plan 
 
FMC notes that pursuant to the requirements outlined in the UAO, the Health and Safety 
Plan was submitted to EPA for review but is not subject to EPA approval.  As such, FMC 
understands that comments on this plan will not affect the start of ET capping.  FMC 
does offer the following responses to these comments.   



 



Section 1.2, Scope of Work -- The tenth bullet on page 1-3 could be misinterpreted to indicate that both 
seeding and high performance flexible growth medium application (erosion control matting) will be 
limited to areas with slope ratios greater than 4:1.  However, Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2 of the 
Capping Construction Plan indicate that seeding will be conducted over the entire ET cap area, and 
that steeper slopes (4:1 ratios or greater) will be supplemented with erosion control matting. Also, as 
described in the General Comment, there does not appear to be any need to exceed the 4:1 slope 
design criteria for ET capping planned in 2015.  Clarify and revise the bullet accordingly. 



 



FMC Response:  The text will be clarified consistent with the response to the comment on 
Section 1.2 of the Site Wide Grading and ET Capping Construction Plan. 



Section 1.2.3, Radioactive Isotopes of Concern – The sentence immediately preceding Table 2 should 
be revised to refer to radionuclides, rather than radionucleotides. 



 



FMC Response:  The text will be corrected. 



Section 5.1.20, Truck Operations – The discussion on page 5-11 refers to maximum allowable 
speed limits of 20 miles per hour for off-road dump trucks, and 15 miles per hour for all other 
vehicle types. The cited dump truck speed limit is inconsistent with that noted in Section 3.4 of the 
Capping 
Construction Plan. Moreover, as stated above, it is unclear why this change has been deemed 
necessary and how it will impact safety and dust generation during the ET cap construction period.  
Unless appropriate justification can be provided, the 15 mile per hour maximum speed limit should be 
maintained for all vehicle types. 
 



FMC Response:  The text will be clarified consistent with the Construction Plan per 
FMC’s response above regarding vehicle speed limits and dust control. 
 












 ongoing remedial action construction.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 5:00 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 'wayne.crowther@deq.idaho.gov'; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net
Subject: FMO OU Remedial Action Work Plan - Revised Contractor's Construction Plan and CQC Plan
 
Jonathan:  On behalf of FMC Corporation, attached for your review and approval are: (1)
 the revised Contractor’s Construction Plan (Appendix A of the Draft Remedial Action Work
 Plan [RAWP]) and (2) the revised Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan
 (Appendix B of the RAWP).  Both have been revised to include the 2015
 evapotranspiration (ET) cap construction phase. Added text is shown in yellow highlight
 (the un-highlighted text is unchanged from the September 2014 RAWP for Site Wide
 Grading Appendices A and B).  We would appreciate your expedited review and approval
 of the attached revised plans so that the ET capping phase can begin during the week of
 October 5.  In addition, FMC plans to transmit the revised Contractor’s Health and Safety
 Plan (Appendix J of the RAWP) for your review and a Project Overview Bar Chart for the
 2015 ET Capping Phase (new RAWP Figure 6-2) tomorrow.
 
Please call Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any
 questions.  Thank you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; Penny Weymiller
Cc: McGown, Michael; Hall, Chris; Helm, Nancy; Sheldrake, Beth; "Greutert, Ed [USA]"; Richard Poeton; McDonnell,


 Kimberlee
Subject: RE: EPA Comments on the SBT QAPP for Air Quality Monitoring
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 12:41:43 PM


Kelly:
 
Thanks for the telephone conversation yesterday regarding SBT air quality monitoring during grading
 phase remedial action construction at the FMC OU of the EMF site.  Based upon our conversation, I
 understand that the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes elected to not finalize the QAPP in light of the short
 time frame available to conduct the field work.  I spoke with EPA’s Mike McGown about our
 conversation earlier today.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 6:09 PM
To: 'Kelly Wright'; 'Penny Weymiller'
Cc: McGown, Michael; Hall, Chris; Helm, Nancy; Sheldrake, Beth; 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'; 'Richard
 Poeton'; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: EPA Comments on the SBT QAPP for Air Quality Monitoring
 
Kelly and Penny:
 
Attached are EPA comments on the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes’ QAPP submitted August 26, 2015.  As
 noted in the comments, EPA has provided the attached revised QAPP (both redline/strikeout and
 clean versions) in an effort to facilitate approval.  Please note, however, that in addition to
 accepting these suggested edits, information to be included in the QAPP appendices must also be
 submitted.
 
The window of opportunity to acquire samples under the QAPP will be closing soon.  Grading phase
 remedial action construction work is scheduled to be complete this month.  Also, the cooperative
 agreement between EPA and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes which would fund QAPP
 implementation has a period of performance which ends September 30, 2015.
 
Feel free to call me or EPA’s Mike McGown with any questions you might have.  Thanks.
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Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie; Ross, Randall
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time
Date: Thursday, October 15, 2015 11:05:39 AM


Topics for us to cover on today’s call include:
 


·        Pneumatic Slug Testing Data Report submitted Sept. 18; EPA comments provided Sept. 30;
 FMC Response to Comments submitted Oct. 7


·        Webinar proposed to discuss groundwater flow model updates with FMC/MWH Oct. 21
·        Meeting in Pocatello proposed to discuss groundwater remedy intermediate design with


 FMC/MWH Oct. 29
·        EPA comments of Oct. 14 on RAWP appendices A and B (submitted Oct. 1) and ET capping


 next steps
·        EPA comments of Sept. 23 on RA-F1 and RA-F2 ET cap design modification request
·        Revised soil remedy RD submittal, in response to EPA comments, due Oct. 21


 
BAH will initiate the call.  Here’s the phone info.
 
Dial In -
Passcode – 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 
 


Non-
ResponsiveNon-


Responsive
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: susanh@ida.net; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Photos
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:49:57 AM


Thanks for getting back to me.  What I need is contextual information about the photographs.  Who
 took them, when they were taken, a brief narrative about what was occurring, how long conditions
 documented lasted, etc.
 
Please provide me with this information so that I can follow up with EPA’s onsite representatives. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: susanh@ida.net
Subject: Photos
 
Jonathan, I talked with Susan about the photographs and she said that these were requested by Jim
 as a follow up to discussions they had at the Tribal Lands Forum. It was in regards to the USCs at
 FMC. They talked about these at the conference.
 
Hope that helps.
Let me know if it does not and we can get on a conference call.
Thanks
Kelly
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comments
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 1:38:49 PM


Thanks.  I think the capillary break material gradation table found on Page 7-4 was proposed in July
 2014 and approved September 2014.  Most of that material has been placed.  What’s new is Table
 7.2 and gradation table for the cover and top soil.  I’m available to discuss by telephone.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 1:09 PM
To: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comments
 
Jonathan,
 
Attached are the revised comments that you sent over, with some input on Section 7.4 of the CQCP. 
 Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks!


Michele Benchouk
 


From: Greutert, Ed [USA] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 8:16 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan (Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov) <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>
Subject: Revised Draft Comments
 
Jonathan-
 
Attached are the revised draft comments that include a general comment regarding the 4:1 slope as
 discussed and the highlighted comment regarding the jumbled table that I expect Michele will
 answer Wednesday morning.  Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Tx,
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Ed Greutert, P.E.
Sr. Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


Office:   206 652 3014
Mobile:  206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Revised Draft Comments
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 2:57:50 PM


Thanks.  I’ll send EPA comments out shortly and cc you.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 2:50 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Revised Draft Comments
 
The information in table 7.2 and the grading limits for the cover and top soil appear to be
 acceptable.
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 4:39 PM
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Greutert, Ed [USA]
 <greutert_ed@bah.com>
Cc: Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: [External] RE: Revised Draft Comments
 
Thanks.  I think the capillary break material gradation table found on Page 7-4 was proposed in July
 2014 and approved September 2014.  Most of that material has been placed.  What’s new is Table
 7.2 and gradation table for the cover and top soil.  I’m available to discuss by telephone.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 1:09 PM
To: Greutert, Ed [USA]; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comments
 
Jonathan,
 
Attached are the revised comments that you sent over, with some input on Section 7.4 of the CQCP. 
 Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks!


Michele Benchouk
 


From: Greutert, Ed [USA] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 8:16 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan (Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov) <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>
Subject: Revised Draft Comments
 
Jonathan-
 
Attached are the revised draft comments that include a general comment regarding the 4:1 slope as
 discussed and the highlighted comment regarding the jumbled table that I expect Michele will
 answer Wednesday morning.  Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Tx,
 
Ed Greutert, P.E.
Sr. Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


Office:   206 652 3014
Mobile:  206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com
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White Phosphorus
Molecular Structure P4


Molecular Weight 124 amu
Melting Point 44°C
Boiling Point 280°C
Appearance Waxy


Transparent
Colorless (pure)


Moh’s Hardness 0.5
Density 1.8 g/cm3







Physical Properties Relevant to the
Fate and Transport of P4


Vapor Pressure (0°C)   0.005 torr
(20°C) 0.03 torr
(40°C) 0.13 torr


Solubility in Water (15°C)   2.4 mg/L
(36°C) 4.7 mg/L


Henry’s Constant 2.1X10-3 atm-m3/mole
Kow 1,200
Auto ignition Temperature 20 to 40°C







Oxidation States and Toxicity
+5
+3
+1
0
-2
-3


P4010; H3PO4
P406; H3PO3
H3PO2
P4
P2H4
PH3 (phosphine)


Low toxicity (irritant)
High toxicity 







P4
(solid)


P4
(vapor)


Complex 
mixture of 
suboxides


O2


P4O10 and 
polymeric 
phosphates


•  The many oxidation states of phosphorus results in a large number of possible 
products.
•  The “smoke” is from the formation of phosphorus pentoxide (P4O10), which is 
extremely hygroscopic and condenses water vapor from the atmosphere.
• Polymeric phosphates form a white coating on solid P4 that is stored under water 
and form “crusts” in P4 contaminated soils.
• In the absence of oxygen, P4 will turn to vapor and diffuse through soil, where it 
may sorb to organic matter. 


ReactionwithOxygen


Example:  (P4O6)







http://www.periodictable.ru/015P/P_en.htmlImages from:


Chemiluminescence


• Images show a piece of solid P4 vaporizing. 
• Chemiluminescence from the formation of PO2







P4 in Unsaturated Sediment


Example of the formation of oxidation products in the vapor phase when P4
contaminated sediment was uncovered during sampling in a military impact area.







Imagesof Polymeric Phosphate “Crusts” 
and “Coatings” From P4 Oxidation


• A piece of solid P4 was 
placed in a jar and covered 
with sandy soil.
• P4 sublimed and left a 
void. A halo of oxidation 
products formed in the soil 
pore spaces.


• Solid P4 stored under water 
forms a white coating.
• The thin coating can be 
scraped to reveal P4.


Crusts and coatings can increase the 
persistence of solid P4.







P4 in Aqueous Solutions
• Oxidation of P4 in water is analogous to oxidation in 
the vapor phase.


• Hydrolysis to oxyacids
P4O2 + 6H2O   ---------->     4H3PO2
2P2O3 + 6H2O  ---------->     4H3PO3


• Oxidation to orthophosphoric acid H3PO4 and 
polymeric phosphorus oxides


H3PO2 +   O2 ---------->   H3PO4
2H3PO3 + O2 ---------->    2H3PO4







P4 in Alkaline Solutions
(HighpH)


• Complex reactions with several possible reaction pathways 
involving disproportionation (both oxidation and reduction) of 
P4 and decomposition of water.


• Oxidation products include hypophosphorous acid (H3PO2) 
and phosphorous acid (H3PO3).


• Reduced products include phosphine (PH3) and biphosphine 
(P2H4).


• Decomposition of water produces hydrogen (H2) gas.







WaterQualityCriteria
• In the 1970s and 1980s studies were conducted to determine 
water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic organisms


• Contamination of water occurred from the release of phossy 
water that contained colloidal (suspended) and dissolved P4
from P4 manufacturing facilities (Long Harbour, Newfoundland 
and Muscle Shoals, Alabama) and from an arsenal (Pine Bluff, 
Arkansas). 


• Water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic organisms:
Critical Maximum Concentration estimated to be 1 µg/L  
(Davidson et al. 1987)







P4 Subsurface Migration


• Large source of P4


• P4 is toxic at very low aqueous 
concentrations


• Rigorous monitoring will be 
required to ensure that P4 does not 
migrate off-site.





		Slide Number 1

		Slide Number 2

		Slide Number 3

		Slide Number 4

		Slide Number 5

		Slide Number 6

		Slide Number 7

		Slide Number 8

		Slide Number 9

		Slide Number 10

		Slide Number 11






From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Gervais, Gregory
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FOIA Exempt --- Deliberative Draft Comments on Draft ANL Report
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 2:47:12 PM
Attachments: ANL IR_R10 comments - REG.docx


Greg:
 
Attached are the additional comments from BAH discussed briefly over the telephone a couple of
 days ago.  They are shown as October 9, 2015 comments or redline additions to Regional comments
 of October 2, 2015.  Sorry about neglecting to send these to you right after the teleconference.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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Region 10 Comments	FOIA Exempt - Deliberative 	October 2, 2015


[bookmark: _GoBack]FOIA Exempt - Deliberative


EPA Region 10 Comments on:


 Draft “Independent Review of Elemental Phosphorous Remediation at the Eastern Michaud Flats FMC Operable Unit near Pocatello, Idaho”


Argonne National Laboratory, Environmental Science Division, September 2015


General Comments


1. The References (Section 9) include a number of pertinent documents regarding excavation and treatment technologies (ETTs).  However, background documents produced by EPA contractors prior to development of the 2010 EPA-approved Supplemental Feasibility Study (SFS) do not appear to have been included.





2. The draft report contains several statements pointing out that the conceptual site model (CSM) is not well constrained because few borings have been advanced in areas of subsurface elemental phosphorous. EPA agrees and believes that important contextual information should be included when stating that the nature/extent of subsurface P4 has not been well characterized. The report should affirm that health and safety concerns which have discouraged boring through pyrophoric P4 are genuine, and thus additional characterization efforts would be very challenging or, alternatively, describe how characterization of the subsurface elemental phosphorous mass could be accomplished safely.





3.  The “overall discussion of advantages and disadvantages” of each ETT within the assessment tables (e.g. Table 5-3) contain a wealth of useful information. Each of the advantages and disadvantages should be “bulleted” or otherwise clearly delineated to make this information easier for the reader to digest.





Each ETT evaluated appears to have high cost as a disadvantage in the assessment tables. The phrase consistently used is “This ETT would likely exceed the $81.6 million net present value cost for Soil Alternative 4, the most expensive soil alternative evaluated in the Supplemental Feasibility Study (MWH 2010).”  This statement neglects to recognize Alternatives 5 through 7 which were developed to varying degrees during and following the Supplemental FS process, are contained in the Administrative Record, and were presented for public comment in the September 2010 Proposed Plan. Alternatives 5 through 7 all included varying degrees of excavation and treatment using the most promising excavation and treatment technology, caustic hydrolysis. These alternatives have an estimated net present value cost of $405 million to $950 million. 





At a minimum, evaluated ETTs should be compared to these existing alternatives. Additionally, very general cost estimates based upon high, medium, and low volume estimate assumptions about the (largely uncharacterized) mass of subsurface P4.  The assessment tables would then list the estimated cost range (e.g. $600M to $900M) and cite the page of the appendix where the assumptions behind the estimated range can be found.





4. The approximate “carbon footprint” or energy usage associated with each ETT should be included as a comparison table within the report.





5. Some ETTs include recovery of marketable elemental phosphorous and others do not.  This is generally described in the report and assessment tables.  Additionally, a table which compares ETTs in terms of relative P4 recovery would be helpful.





6. The draft report clearly describes the uncertainty surrounding the specific retention of liquid elemental phosphorous, and methods which could be used to constrain that uncertainty.  However, the significance of this uncertainty when assessing different ETTs is not entirely clear.  EPA suggests a table be developed which identifies ETTs where a reduction in uncertainty about specific retention would make a significant difference when implementing them.





7. In-situ technologies are largely discounted because they must target a mass of P4 in the subsurface and the distribution of subsurface P4 is largely unknown for health and safety reasons. The implication is that in-situ technologies might hold promise if the distribution of subsurface P4 could be characterized with a higher degree of certainty. This rationale underscores the importance of stating clearly whether or not subsurface P4 waste can reasonably be safely characterized.	Comment by Greutert, Ed [USA]: I think the other reason is in situ technologies are discounted is because to my knowledge, there have been no successful in situ P4 treatment examples of any scale ever successfully demonstrated.  If there were any examples, it might better support the need to refine the CSM.





8.  A Glenn Springs (Occidental Petroleum) site is described and used as an example (e.g. Table 6-1) in more than one part of the report but its location is not provided.  The location of each P4 cleanup site described or used as comparisons should be included. 





9. The summary and conclusions state that “The Tribes favor the permanent removal and/or treatment of contaminants.”  Yet information in the draft report suggests that none of the ETTs will permanently remove or treat all contaminants. The final report should identify this apparent mismatch between expectations and realistic ETT outcomes. Further the report doesn’t discuss the degree to which any ETTS would result in significant total site risk reduction.    





10. In a number of places in the document it indicates that that waste residuals could be treated to meet RCRA LDRs or managed as part of an on-site CERCLA remedy or in a CAMU. If subject to LDR ARAR requirements, short of an ARAR waiver, residuals can’t simply be managed in an on site CERCLA landfill without meeting LDRs or alternatively CAMU treatment ARAR requirements (see for example Post Implementation Impacts summary on p. 87 and line 14 on p. 128).





11. Language in the ES and throughout states that P4 waste is also present at the former FMC plant in waste disposal units that were permitted to operate under RCRA. This is not an accurate statement. A RCRA permit has not been issued for the FMC waste disposal units.  FMC did file notifications and Part A permit applications to achieve interim status authorization for several hazardous waste TSD units. However, FMC did not obtain interim status for a number of the Waste Ponds subject to RCRA because the Part A applications submitted for those ponds were not timely.  Failure to comply with applicable RCRA requirements was the basis for an EPA enforcement action that resulted in a Consent Decree that was entered by the court in 1999 requiring the waste disposal units subject to RCRA to close. 	Comment by Greutert, Ed [USA]: Minor note, the RCRA Ponds are being managed under RCRA Post Closure Plans.





12. Language in the ES and throughout state that that waste units subject to RCRA underwent closure prior to plant shutdown in 2001. This is not accurate.  A number of the RCRA ponds were not closed until well after 2001. 





13. There are statements in ES and throughout indicating that permitting is a factor in implementing ETTs.  The CERCLA permit exemption would apply to any work on-site under CERCLA and thus permitting is not a factor





Specific Comments


1. Page ES-2, line 4-14 (and throughout) – Timeframes are attached to “readiness” of various technology groups (i.e. within 1 year, 1-2 years, etc). It is not clear where these numbers came from or what is being referred to when documenting “readiness.” While the document acknowledges that “readiness” depends on many factors, including stakeholder input, permitting, and remedial construction requirements,” it seriously underestimates the process and time necessary for any of these technologies to be “ready” to implement at the FMC site.  Further, the CERCLA permit exemption would apply to CERCLA cleanup activities at the FMC OU and thus should not be included in the “readiness” calculation. In addition to the factors listed, the report indicates that all ETTs will require additional site characterization and engineering designs.  Further, it isn’t clear what impacts the “readiness” estimates for different technologies or how these estimates were arrived at.  Do some have a longer “readiness” time because additional research and development is required? Suggest putting specific duration estimates for major process steps to give a more accurate picture of the full time horizon to implement these various ETTs.  For example:


· CSM Refinement – X to Y years


· Treatability/pilot testing (if necessary) – X to Y years


· CERCLA remedy evaluation and selection process, including public input – X to Y years


· Remedial design – X to Y years


· Contract procurement and remedial action work plan development – X to Y years


· Remedial action implementation – grouped or listed with “X to Y years” estimates for each ETT





2. Page ES-2, line 20-21 – The interim ROD Amendment issued in 2012 was for the FMC Operable Unit only, not the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site.


3. Page ES-2, line 22 – The 2010 RI/FS should be identified as the Supplemental RI/FS to avoid confusion with the RI/FS completed in 1998.


4. Page ES-3, line 35 – The statement is made that the review team did not evaluate impact of the RCRA ponds on potential implementability of the ETTs.  This is a significant consideration that has impacts on technology implementability and should be clearly documented up front and not buried in the ES.  


5. Page ES-3, line 27 – In paragraph 2, and in several other places in this report, the statement is made that the buried rail cars are suspected to contain nearly pure P4. This is a rumor that is not supported by any documentation. All documentation that is available on the location and potential disposition of the rail car(s) is included in the Appendix B of the Supplemental FS and should be referenced. There is no factual evidence as to the condition or content of the railcars when buried.


6. Page ES-3, line 28 – The document states that “elemental phosphorus in various forms may have affected the native soils at the site.”  There is direct evidence that P4 has indeed impacted native soils.


7. Page ES-4 – On this page the principles that influenced the way the independent review was performed are presented.  Several of the assumptions in these principles are questionable and should be presented transparently.  For example bullet one states that technologies to “safely” excavate size etc are available.  There is no documentation available to confirm that the amount of P4 contaminated soil could be “safely” excavated at this site.  There are technologies that could be potentially used but the safety of trying to do this is not certain.  There are also several significant assumptions built into bullet two.  Moving and excavating the P4 impacted soil as part of a remedial action is significantly different then the handling and health and safety issues that were present when the plant was operating.  These differences and health and safety considerations were clearly documented in the FS.  It is also not a valid assumption that any water requirements could be satisfied by the pump and treat system.


8. Page ES-4, line 28 – The document should acknowledge that because the location, quantity and concentration of P4 in the soil and fill throughout the site is unknown, it presents different hazards than the original manufacturing process where conditions were controlled.


9. Page ES-3, lines 34 – 37 – The assumption regarding obtaining all water from the groundwater pump-and-treat system may not be accurate due to treatment volumes and water right issues. 


10. Page ES-5 – The discussion of the FMC site CSM on this page and in several other places throughout this report is questioned and statements are made about the CSM having too much uncertainty.  It is important to remember that the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is an iterative, ‘living representation’ of a site that summarizes and helps project teams visualize and understand available information.  The CSM synthesizes multiple independent data sets and maximizes the value of historical information.  The authors of this report have failed to recognize the fact that the CSM presented in the FS takes into consideration a significant amount of historical site operational information in addition to the soil boring information to present how the site was compartmentalized and evaluated in the FS.  The CSM in the RI/FS stage of a project will always have uncertainties the important point is whether the uncertainties and the associated assumptions that have to be made about the contaminant distributions would significantly change or impact the FS analysis.  For the FMC site additional characterization of the subsurface P4 architecture, if it could have been collected safety, would not have altered the FS evaluations.  Thorough systematic planning and DQO development was done by the EPA project team and this is documented in the SRI and SFS documents.  The RI characterization was designed to support a full range of alternative evaluations not just a capping alternative as inferred by comments made by the Argonne report. If statements about the CSM uncertainty are going to remain in this report they should be specific and should transparently document how the uncertainty identified has an impact on technology alternative evaluations. 


11. Page ES-5, lines 38 – 39 – Based on the information presented throughout the report, all ETTs would present significant safety and cost issues.  Suggest that the report describe in greater detail what makes these issues even more of a concern for in-situ technologies.


12. Page ES-6, lines 1 – 2 – This last sentence seems to be in conflict with other statements throughout the document that indicate several ETTs warrant further consideration despite the acknowledged uncertainties with the CSM.


13. Page ES-6, lines 9 – 29 – It seems that all of these ETTs would need to be coupled with other technologies, not just “containment technologies.”


14. Page ES-6, lines 35 – 39 – It would be helpful if the report included more specific information about the potential impacts to community health and safety, the environment, schedule, and costs.


15. Section 1.1, Page 1, lines 10 - 13.  The text states that “more than 26,455 lb/yr of ignitable and reactive wastes” were generated.  This figure appears to grossly underestimate the volume of ignitable and reactive waste generated by the facility.  The table below is taken from the RCRA Pond Post Closure Plan (October 2012).


[image: ]


This table presents the estimated waste volumes of the RCRA Ponds that manage the ignitable and reactive waste.  The total waste volume is approximately 500 acre-feet.  This works out to a generation rate of approximately 10 acre-feet/year or 16,000 yd3/yr.  At 2,500 lb/yd3 this is equal to approximately 40,000,000 lb/yr.  Without considering the volume of ignitable and reactive wastes within the CERCLA remediation areas, this weight far exceeds the estimated ignitable and reactive waste generation rate presented in the text by more than 3 orders of magnitude.  The stated rate should either be removed or recalculated to more accurately reflect the generation rate based on the volume of waste known to exist in the CERCLA and RCRA areas of the site and account for wastes already treated or removed from the site.


16. Page 9, lines 21 – 26 – This sentence doesn’t make sense.  Suggest rewording to make more clear.


17. Page 9, line 26 – Location of the buried rail cars is RU-19c not 22c. As previously stated, suggest the speculated content of the rail cars be qualified with known information about how they came to be located in the slag pile.


18. Page 10, lines 1 -2 (Table 2-1) – Please provide a source for all information (mass, concentration, depth) in this table.  


19. Page 14, lines 1 – 14 – The first 2 sentences are confusing and misleading.  The Bevill exemption exempted from RCRA regulation process wastes from the beneficiation of minerals and ores.  The Bevill exemption for waste generated during the production of P4, except furnace off gas solids, ended on 3/1/90.  The exemption for furnace off gas solids ended on 7/23/90.  Upon the lifting of the Bevill exemption, beneficiation wastes that were hazardous waste were subject to RCRA regulation.  Exempt wastes disposed of prior to the lifting of the Bevill exemption would not be subject to RCRA (provided not subsequently managed in a way that triggers RCRA) but can be and are being addressed under CERCLA. Again no permit was issued for FMC waste disposal units. Failure to comply with applicable RCRA requirements was the basis for EPA enforcement action that resulted in a Consent Decree that was entered by the court in 1999 requiring the waste disposal units subject to RCRA to close. 


20. Page 16, lines 1 – 2 - IROD description of remedy in section 10.2 does not indicate barrier requirement applies only after caps constructed. 


21. Page 18, Section 2.5.2.1 (line 21 and on) RCRA characteristic waste definition is not complete, which should be noted.  Further, assumptions of what waste would be ignitable is problematic.  40 CFR 261.21(a) provides that a solid waste exhibits the characteristic of ignitability if a representative sample of the waste has any of the properties listed. Evaluation of the particular waste is necessary to make ignitability determinations.  Further, throughout the document there is an assumption that EPA construes 1000 ppm/kg P4 as cutoff for ignitability determinations. This assumption is not correct.  Ignitability determinations would need to be made in accordance with 40 CFR 261.21 criteria, which does not include a specified concentration cutoff level.  Soil with P4 in excess of 1000 ppm was identified by EPA as principal threat waste for the purpose of CERCLA remedy evaluation and selection.  


22. Page 18, 23 – 25 - Statement that several of the RCRA hazardous waste characteristics are regulatory criteria that would be applicable to any form of active remediation being done by using an ETT is an overstatement if not inaccurate. Some forms of what might be construed as active remediation within area of contamination may not trigger application of RCRA requirements for waste disposed of prior to date RCRA rules became applicable to the waste.  


23. Page 19, Section 2.5.2.2 (line 19 and on) – The assumption that EPA construes 1000 ppm/kg P4 as cutoff for reactivity determinations is not correct. Reactivity determinations would need to be made in accordance with 40 CFR 261.21 criteria, which does not include a specified concentration cutoff level.  Soil with P4 in excess of 1000 ppm was identified by EPA as principal threat waste for the purpose of CERCLA remedy evaluation and selection. 


24. Section 2.5.2.2, page 20, lines 11 – 19.  The text states that Argonne interprets statements made in the IRODA to mean that P4 contaminated wastes with P4 levels of less than 1,000 ppm P4 to be non-reactive.  This is not necessarily accurate.  Argonne correctly identifies the key portion of the reactivity definition (When mixed with water, it generates toxic gases, vapors, or fumes in a quantity sufficient to present a danger to human health or the environment).  However phosphine can accumulate in closed systems to produce levels of phosphine that exceed the Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health (IDLH) of 50 ppm at P4 levels that are quite low.  The rate of phosphine generation is dependent on multiple factors including temperature, P4 concentration, pH, moisture level, and other factors.  As far as this reviewer is aware, no minimum P4 level in wastes has been established to define whether or not such wastes would be considered to meet the RCRA reactivity characteristic criteria.  However, the RCRA consent decree required FMC to treat the P4 contaminated wastes by “permanently and irreversibly bonding the waste into the molecular structure of a solid product such that the treated waste will not undergo changes that cause it to release toxic gases in concentrations greater than 0.3 ppm phosphine or 10.0 ppm hydrogen cyanide, or leach heavy metals-in concentrations greater than applicable LDR Universal Treatment Standards.”  The 0.3 ppm level was based on the OSHA Time Weighted Average (TWA) Permissible Exposure Level (PEL) in effect at the time and was not based on the P4 concentration in the waste.  Using this cleanup level was in direct response to the difficulty of determining how the RCRA reactivity criteria would apply to a P4 level in the waste.  The text should be revised to address this issue.





25. Page 20, line 28 – Soil and debris at the FMC OU also contains radionuclides.


26. Page 20, Section 2.5.3 (line 36 and on) - Again the 1000 ppm/kg P4 cutoff assumption not correct.  Also, should clarify that waste disposed of before RCRA became applicable are not subject to LDRs unless managed in a manner that triggers application of LDRs.   


27. Page 21, line 14 - Suggest clarifying that treatment for LDR would presumably be required “even if it no longer exhibited the RCRA toxicity characteristic.


28. Page 21, line 29 - Reference to 40 CFR Part 264 subpart F for CAMUs is not correct.  CAMU rules appear at Part 264, Subpart S.


29. Page 21, line 42 – The statement that FMC site is a CERCLA site not a RCRA site not correct. It is also a RCRA site. The RCRA ponds are subject to RCRA requirements. The CERCLA FMC Operable Unit does not include the RCRA ponds.


30. Page 21, line 44 – The statement  “However, management of remediation wastes at a CERCLA site may be conducted in a CERCLA land disposal unit that is “CAMU-like”  is misleading.  Not sure what is meant by “CAMU like.” A CERCLA remedy could adopt CAMU option as part of ARAR requirements for CAMU-eligible wastes, in which case substantive CAMU requirements would have to be met.  CAMU treatment requirements would have to be met or waived


31. Page 21, Section 2.5.4 - ARAR waivers under CERCLA are also an option, but not mentioned.


32. Page 22, line 19 – Regional Screening Levels are not cleanup levels. At times for site specific reasons they may be selected as cleanup levels but they are not in and of themselves cleanup levels.  If no regulatory level exists, a site specific risk assessment would need to be conducted to determine potential cleanup levels for various exposure scenarios.


33. Page 21, line 22 – Add radionuclides


34. Page 22, line 31 - Statement that that RSLs are below presumed RCRA characteristic cutoff needs to be revised.  See comments above on presumed cutoff level.


35. Page 22, line 42 – 42 – The statement that RSL could be considered an ARAR is not accurate as RSLs are not standards, requirements, criteria or limitations under Federal environmental law.  





36. Page 24, line 44 (and throughout) – The document states that health and safety concerns would be no greater than those during original industrial process. However, this doesn’t take into account the unknown location and concentrations of P4 in the environment. 





37. Section 2.5.8, page 25, lines 23 - 31.  For reasons stated in specific comment 24, this reviewer feels it is premature to conclude that all P4 contaminated wastes with P4 levels below 1,000 ppm would not meet the RCRA reactivity characteristic. 





38. 


39. Page 25, lines 27 – 31 – Incorrect assumption regarding RCRA hazardous waste characteristics. 


40. Page 27, line 23 – This line appears to contain an extra word (“sources”).


41. Page 28, line 17 – The FMC facility closed in 2001, not 2011. 


42. Page 28, line 35 – Tribal government should be added.  


43. Page 35, line 16 – Statement is made that soil and debris could be “triaged” and some P4 waste would not require treatment. How would this determination be made?


44. Page 36, lines 1 – 3 – On-site disposal in a CAMU or CERCLA unit are not, by definition, ETTs.


45. Page 37, line 11 – What is the estimated extraction efficiency?


46. Page 37, lines 31 – 34 – The fact that there has not yet be a laboratory study, let alone field application, to assess whether applying heat to a formation containing P4 would promote effective downward draining of P4 seems like a significant concern potentially leading to screening out this technology from further consideration. The report should articulate why it is still considered viable.


47. Page 38, line 9 (and throughout) – A statement is made that estimating the amount [of P4] remaining would be difficult to characterize safely because in past site characterizations, a “precedence to avoid drilling into P4 was set.”  Characterization would be difficult due to the health and safety concerns associated with invasive sampling, not simply due to the “precedence set” in prior characterization activities. Throughout the document, ANL raises questions about the CSM and identifies numerous data gaps, but the report does not include any information on how the data gaps could be safely filled, nor does the document articulate the real hazardous with drilling into P4 waste.  This statement about “precedent to avoid drilling into P4” should be removed and replaced with discussions about the precautions necessary to drill into P4.


48. Page 39, Table 5-1 – A statement is made that the “formation would wipe them clean.”  Please explain what this means.


49. Page 45, line 3- 4 (and throughout) – There needs to be a recognition that P4 waste could be encountered anywhere throughout the FMC OU. P4 was encountered in over 200 locations during the grading operations including in many areas throughout the slag pile. This poses significant challenges in, for example, installing a hydraulic barrier well system needs to be articulated.  It is unclear if ANL evaluated ETTs for areas of known high P4 contamination (ponds and furnace area) or for the whole site.


50. Page 48, line 6 -7 (and throughout) – “Success” needs to be defined.  Does success mean complete removal of all P4 such that a cap and institutional controls will no longer be required?  Recommend clearly describing the “end state” of the FMC OU following application of each ETT.


51. Page 49, line 40 (and throughout) – “Cost-prohibitive” needs to be defined.  What makes something cost prohibitive? 


52. Page 51, Table 5-6 – This is the first time that contract acquisition is mentioned with respect to “time to implement” but it would be a factor for all ETTs.


53. Page 73, Table 5-11 “Overall advantages and disadvantages” - Discussion indicates that incinerator residuals could be placed in a CAMU. Would need to evaluate to determine if residuals meet CAMU treatment requirements. Same question for other treatment residuals. 


54. Page 88, 38 - 39 - There is a statement that the LDR WTS was designed and built specifically to treat P4-containing solids and sediments present in the historical ponds may be an overstatement.  The system was only required to treat waste from Pond 18, and possibly Pond 17, not other historical ponds. 


55. Page 100, lines 16 – 19 – There is a statement here and elsewhere that CERCLA remedial options, however, can include the placement of remediation soil and debris that do not meet RCRA LDRs into CAMU like, land-based disposal units. It is assumed that ANL means CERCLA unit(s) that meet CAMU substantive ARAR standards. If not, not sure what the regulatory basis is for the statement.  Please clarify.


56. Page 119, line 9 – The report should also recognize that P4 contamination is potentially distributed throughout the OU as was demonstrated during the grading operations. If the efficacy ETTs were just evaluated for areas of more concentrated P4 such as the former furnace building and waste ponds, this assumption should be clearly stated.


57. Page 123, line 17 – 18 – It should be recognized that P4 also exists in throughout the site as evidenced by the recent grading activities.


58. Page 124, line 12 and 13 – From a health and safety and environmental protection standpoint, it would not be an acceptable practice to simply uncover P4 and allow it to burn until the smoke is no longer visible. During the grading operations, P4 encountered was immediately quenched with sand. Reference to this as an acceptable excavation technique should be removed.


59. Page 129, lines 6 – 9 – As with previous comments, there is no evidence of large quantities of nearly pure P4 in the rail cars. In fact, all information available points to the likelihood that only residuals are present. This uncertainty should be acknowledged. Further, it is not clear how an enhanced CSM or really anything short of excavation of the rail cars themselves will provide the necessary information to evaluate potential ETTs.


60. Page 135, line 4 and 5 – 2012 IRODA was for the FMC OU only. Identify 2010 FS as the Supplemental FS to distinguish it from the original site-wide FS.


61. Page 135, line 8 – It would be helpful to at least recognize the public review/comment and formal CERCLA remedy selection process.


62. Page 135, line 22 – FMC OU not FMC site.


63. Page 135, line 25 – 26 – Recommend documenting the face-to-face meeting with EPA, the Tribes, and FMC as well as the follow-up separate meeting with the Tribes prior to the Independent Review kick-off.


64. Page 135, line 128 – Draft and draft final lists should be included for reference in an appendix.  There should also be a recognition that the draft and draft final lists of ETTs to be evaluated were for the sole purposes of ANL and neither EPA nor the Tribes had any input into the final list of ETTs evaluated.


65. Page 136, line 5 – It would be helpful if the general categories of uncertainties for in-situ technologies were articulate here (i.e., viability, efficacy, implementability, etc.)


66. Page 136, line 8 – Would in-situ technologies pose more significant safety and cost concerns that ex-situ and if so, what is that determination based on. How were these factors (safety and cost) compared to ex-situ alternatives?


67. Page 136, lines 10 – 11 – It is assumed that this sentence is referring to ex-situ ETTs. For clarity, recommend including “Further, the Review Team decided that several ex-situ ETTs also did not warrant….”


68. Page 136, lines 15 – 16 – It is unclear if this statement is just referring to the rail cars or all ETTs.


69. Page 136, line 21 – Based on how the analysis was conducted (separating excavation and treatment technologies), virtually all ETTs in this list would need to be coupled with other technologies.


70. Page 137, lines 1 – 2 (and throughout) – It would be helpful if there was some discussion of the specific safety risks associated with implementation of the evaluated ETTs. Could include some examples such as uncontrolled reactions causing fires, toxic gas emissions, etc.
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